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Metropolitan Area Planning Council 


ABOUT THIS REPORT 


Funding of Local and Regional Development, Fiscal Year 1978 was prepared by the staff of the 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council under the supervision of the Executive Director. The 
Metropolitan Area Planning Council is a regional planning council made up of chief-elected 
officials from 101 greater Boston cities and towns, 11 state agency representatives, and 21 
gubernatorial appointees representing minority and consumer interests. MAPC works with 
communities on issues important to the greater Boston region. Housing, land use, transportation, 
economic development, water quality, energy, hazardous materials, air quality, and solid waste 
are current, target issues of MAPC involvement. 


The preparation of this report was financially assisted by the cities and towns of the MAPC region 
and grants from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and the U.S. Department of 
Transportation. 
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ABSTRACT 


This is the eighth year the Metropolitan Area Planning Council has prepared a summary 
of federally assisted programs and federal and state environmental reports which were 
reviewed and coordinated by the MAPC staff in conjunction with our member communities. 
Our responsibilities as the areawide clearinghouse - an advisory review agency - are 
defined by Federal Management Circular A-95. This clearinghouse function is not just 
another level of review, but has contributed significantly to assisting the communities 
and the public and private agencies in the planning district in achieving their 
development goals. For the most part, our reviews are based upon adopted plans and 
policies of the Council. Where there are no specific adopted plans in a particular 
area, the yardstick used is whether the proposed project is consistent with local plans 
and policies and contributes to orderly regional growth. 


In addition, this year's A-95 report attempts to analyze current Congressional 
action and its implication on federal aid programs for fiscal years 1979 and 1980. 
The funding analysis is conducted on an agency-by-agency basis. Certain national 
trends in specific federal programs are discussed in detall if significant to MAPC- 
member communities. 


Participation in the A-95 review process assures that federal dollars earmarked 
for metropolitan Boston are supportive of local and regional development goals. If 
municipal costs are to be eased, community needs are to be met from special funding 
sources, and the quality of life to be improved, then It becomes essential that 
cooperation continue among the various levels of government. A-95 is an important 
instrument for facilitating these objectives. 


et ee 


. 
TOARTZOA 
omg 2a Tlomesd prianstS nek wee Gayla el! seey WTinio wi! 2! 
lew 27 ie bead meri vie wale i bee beret bie mir Wes 1 beieized vila ino) 
PY dl *) ace eal > H#tw mesltonniacs al theta Cae ai yl beban sey Tipe. Tatuiap! 4 
cep Wwolys Se 4he WA = aenipsisaets @biena ww o) itgien aa “, 
my mw i innit’ eid 0-4 §@10R112) (here: ita ‘ of) Tau 
: ons ; ob dyeeeoi)t f était sings fa8 Tre: wits ’ § Ata 
vi ou il vad fe Al PolwelS Gorey if coh Sei ayeis ALS \ li mall tai 
byt lag F Peest &is eHivey 1H , eg face Gel! ‘ é 
4 bet eos SITloeye ll Ole BIST? e1ah bhanmeO edf ‘o 8siolted 
*) aL 72/2 » we F 7 9 beweopig ent “sornteadw. @l. bedi @5)) < : at o© eo 
iwoiy fev jet yi Oo of Ahlen hee oan en le.) Dip 
- 
i miei Ws ‘AV oantk of pal pee. TOON) .. A a! 3 ; aoe ibe Pihhi.« - 


miev isse)?.vot sHoeigerg bin teveiw? 46 tO hveR Pgh) STs ‘She etme 
' ’ lead yorups-yd-yonape iif 0 bernie *! eifyianw erttawi wit 
“ wicct) tisteb no! Ladcawoglb ae arengeey 167aie? Bitiged® ni. ein it 

eI TliuseS eee 


h obet tad? eevrte cei welyas GloR anh al peqicitw - 
eon TPheng b tencliget bm taosl 1a ev] eeu eee fal) Tagovtae ot ~ 
1 {plowoc wt ten ot of Gan eben ytinens -betee Be Bel 8iees beyiahne 
+ tal enooed 1! nett j;bevoigal oo Wt elit \e gilisup aft Gru ,¢e>>wae 
1 é€1 °O-4 trhomimeaven $0 elevel heel vw efi pees wont tno polis . 
.covi toal4o =cog? antl ta tlh ont at 


The Year 
in Summary 
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During the past two decades, federal aid to state and local governments has skyrocketed. In 
1960, it totalled $7 billion; ten years later, it was $24 billion; by 1975, it had doubled to $49 
billion. According to the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, in fiscal 1978, 
state and local governments received more than $80 billion from Washington. 


The mixture of categorical grants, block grants, and revenue sharing has become a permanent 
fixture on the funding scene. Federal grants, however, remain inherently complex and cumbersome 
to manage in a uniform and simplified way. In an attempt to deal effectively with this far- 
reaching and ever increasing phenomena, the government issued a series of grant administration 
directives. One of these, Circular A-95, led to the designation of the MAPC as an advisory review 
agency for federally-assisted projects originating in our planning jurisdiction. Just as the flow 
of federal dollars has increased since the early sixties, the role of the Council in the federal 
review process has grown significantly since A-95 designation occurred in mid-1967. Today, 200 
federal aid programs are covered by A-95 regulations and the Council is required to evaluate the 
physical, social, and economic impacts of a wide variety of federally supported activities. In 
the year just ending, 317 applications requesting $424.8 million in federal support passed through 
the MAPC's clearinghouse. To date, nearly $262.4 million has been awarded for local and regional 
development projects. Federal action is still pending on 31 other locally submitted applications, 
which, if funded, would bring another $77 million into the region making FY78 the largest federal 
grantmaking year for metropolitan Boston. 


The accompanying bar graph compares funding levels for each fiscal year since 1968 when MAPC 
first became involved in the federal grant-reviewing process. Each of the 317 project reviews 
conducted by the Council during FY78 is summarized in greater detail in this report. (See section 
entitled "The Granting Agencies" for a program-by-program accounting of project reviews; individual 
community grants, including areawide projects, are described under "The Recipients". ) 


Congress has joined with the Carter Administration in reforming the federal grants process, 
attacking red tape and bureaucratic confusion. The President hopes to alleviate some of the 
applicant's frustration with the grant process by accomplishing four goals: 


- decreasing the amount and expense of grants-related paperwork} 

. getting funds to state and local governments on time; 

- creating simple, uniform requirements for meeting national policy objectives 
attached to grants; 

- simplifying regulations that recipients must follow. 


Although A-95 regulations should not be directly affected by these reforms, the Circular is 
expected to be modified soon to include an additional clearinghouse function: analyzing the urban 
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impact of federally assisted projects. Most participants in the process agree that A-95 has 
achieved a certain level of effectiveness over the years; critics of the process find fault with 
the lack of commitment and cooperation at the federal-agency level. To counteract this, recom- 
mendations have called for strengthening compliance procedures, overseen by the Office of 
Management and Budget, and improving mechanisms for informing state and areawide clearinghouses 
on the status of grant applications passing through A-95. Cooperation among the many levels of 
government is essential and A-95 is one of the most important instruments for facilitating this 
much-needed coordination. 
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The Review 
Process 
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"the President shall....establish rules and regulations governing the formulation, evakuation, and 
neview of federak programs and projects having a significant impact on area and community develop- 
ment...." (Section 401 (a) of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act of 1968) 


So began the process we now know as A-95--Washington's attempt to faster communication and 
cooperation among the various levels of government. 


The President designated primary responsibility for developing guidelines and administering 
the review process to the Office of Management and Budget (OMB). Guidelines, promulgated in the 
form of OMB Circular A-95, set forth procedures under which federal funding agencies, and 
applicants seeking federal assistance, must give state, regional, and local governments an 
opportunity to influence funding decisions. While OMB today retains its watchdog role on A-95 
policy nationally, the ten Federal Regional Council (FRCs) have assumed day-to-day operational 
oversight of Circular regulations at the regional level. Most FRCs have gone beyond the basic 
charge to be responsive to complaints and inquiries and have served as OMB's primary sources for 
policy input and chief liaison agencies to the myriad review authorities operating within each 
region. 


b undertake A-95 dinectives, OMB encouraged "the establishment of a network of state and area- 
wide planning and development clearinghouses...." 


In deference to the diversity existing among state, regional, and local operations, OMB put 
few constraints on the structure of clearinghouses or the way they managed the review process. 
In Massachusetts, the Executive Office of Communities and Development (EOCD) serves as the state- 
wide clearinghouse responsible for comparing federally funded projects with state plans. Local 
and regional input to federal-aid decisions is made by the areawide clearinghouses - the 13 
regional planning agencies covering most the the Commonwealth's communities. 


Aneauide clearinghouses serve two primary functions: 1) "}% evakuate the significance of 
proposed federal on federally assisted projects to state, areawide, on local plans and programs." 


This past year the MAPC clearinghouse held a staff training session clarifying in-house A-95 
procedures in order to benefit both the reviewer and the applicant. To simplify the process 
further, the clearinghouse introduced a checklist of factors for staff consideration. As a 
result, reviewers now weigh each federal aid application/preapplication against these review 
factors prior to writing MAPC's final comments. Therefore, strong Council commitment is given to 
projects which enhance regional investment priorities and economic growth. 


To clarify the concerns, issues and policies upon which MAPC bases its regional evaluation, 
a sample A-95 review checklist would include the following information to guide staff reviewers 
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Opening paragraph should read: In accordance with the provisions of the U.S. Office of 
Management and Budget Circular A-95, the Metropolitan Area Planning Council, as areawide 
clearinghouse, has reviewed the above-referenced application (or preapplication) for 
federal financial assistance. 


Next paragraph should discuss the project's conformance with program regulations and 
application guidelines. The reviewer should be familiar with the governing regulations 
or RFP (Request for Proposals) guidelines. Then determine: 1) if the application is 
complete; 2) if it is internally consistent particularly with regard to data justifying 
the need for the project; 3) if the proposed project is appropriate. Staff should make 
particular reference to any proposed activity which meets one or more of the following 
national policy objectives: Conserve and revitalize communities; Expand housing 
opportunities and choice; Expand employment opportunities; Promote orderly growth. 
Where problems exist, call the contact person at the applicant agency and attempt to 
resolve the problems with a view toward improving the application. 


The third paragraph should: 1) summarize MAPC policies that apply to the project under 
review and 2) describe how this project is or is not consistent with adopted plans or 
regional concerns. Also note the project's consistency with other agencies' plans with 
which we are in agreement (i.e., CZM). 


ADOPTED PLANS COMMENTS ON CONSISTENCIES/ INCONSISTENCIES 


LAND USE 

HOUSING 
TRANSPORTATION 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
WATER QUALITY 
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CURRENT CONCERNS COMMENTS ON CONSISTENCIES/ INCONSISTENCIES 
AIR QUALITY 

ENERGY 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

SOLID WASTE 

NOISE 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION 


IV. In the fourth paragraph, reference any comments received from MAPC representatives, 
minority caucus members, other local officials. If any of these referrals have 
requested additional information which MAPC could not provide or issued negative com- 
ments which we could not resolve, ask the applicant agency to address these comments or 
requests in writing. 


V. Use the final paragraph to summarize the reviewer's comments on the application's consis- 
tency with MAPC policies and any recommendations for funding priority. 


The second function of an areawide clearinghouse: 2) "To receive and disseminate project 
notifications to appropriate....lLocak governments and agencies and regional organizations in 
the case of areawide clearinghouses; and to provide Liaison, as may be necessary, between such 
agencies on bodies and the applicant." 


For several years, the Council has utilized standard operating procedures for the receipt, 
dissemination, and evaluation of federal-aid applications and preliminary notifications. These 
procedures are described in a brochure and flow chart available through the clearinghouse. The 
review process is basically the same for all federally assisted applications. Immediately upon 
receipt, the clearinghouse staff notifies the local MAPC representatives residing within the 
affected area. The representatives are asked to review the proposal in light of community develop- 
ment plans and objectives and are expected to contact other local officials for comments and 
necommendations where appropriate. 


It is imperative that MAPC representatives understand the extensive and unique role they play 
as community liaisons in the A-95 review and comment process. Their active participation assures 
that program monies are used effectively and that the funding agency is aware of possible conflicts 
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between a federally assisted project and local plans. 


Although the MAPC representative serves as the primary A-95 contact within each community, 
other agencies and individuals are also apprised of reviews currently being evaluated by MAPC and 
are asked to offer their comments, criticisms, and recommendations. Included in the referral 
process are community action agencies (CAAs), minority caucus representatives, health planning 
councils (HSAs), redevelopment authorities, community development offices, and some social service 
agencies. All comments received within the 30-day review period are incorporated with staff 
reviews and forwarded to the applicant and the funding agency for final consideration. 


If issues are raised during the review period, the MAPC clearinghouse arranges conferences and 
informational briefings in an effort to resolve differences between the applicant and interested 
parties. Council coordination is often successful; however, in those instances where issues are 
unable to be settled, the clearinghouse submits the differing opinions and expressed concerns to 
the federal agency which makes the final funding decisions. Clearinghouses do not have veto 
powers, serving as advisory agencies only. 


Recently OMB proposed to modify Circular negueations by encouraging "clearinghouses to evatuate 
the urban impact of projects proposed for federal assistance as part of the A-95 review process." 


In response to President Carter's National Urban Policy, OMB has determined that incorporating 
urban impact reviews into the existing A-95 system will lead to more effective assessment of 
federal funding upon the economic, social, and environmental well-being of urban communities. OMB 
urges that such assessments consider the relationship of the proposed project to the following 
factors: 


- Economic revitalization objectives, particularly those related to distressed com- 
munities, and efforts to prevent additional areas from becoming distressed; 


- Business location and level of economic activity; 
- Expansion of jobs for minorities and the unemployed; 
- Expansion of housing choices for disadvantaged and minorities; 


. Efforts to strengthen the fiscal condition and tax base of urban communities, 
particularly distressed communities; 


- Conservation and revitalization of neighborhoods, particularly those that are 
blighted; and, 
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- Improvement of urban physical, cultural, and aesthetic environments through 
protection of park, recreation, historic, and cultural resources and develop- 
ment of mass transit opportunities. 


The MAPC has been moving this past year toward assessing urban impacts of federally funded 
projects. Criteria just beginning to be utilized in our evaluations include six "distress 
factors": 1) age of housing; 2) per capita income; 3) population lag/decline; 4) rate of 
unemployment; 5) job lag/decline; and, 6) poverty level. Although the Council was recently 
turned down by HUD for a year-long, $50,000 national pilot grant to integrate urban impact 
reviews into the A-95 process, we will continue our effort to target reinvestment and growth to 
those older industrial communities and urban centers exhibiting physical and economic distress. 
The newly created data services department will be given the task of computerizing distress 
criteria for each of our 101 member-communities. Staff is enthusiastic with the prospects of 
adding strength to our advisory review comments by evaluating proposals in light of our urban 
analysis findings and then prioritizing competitive applications. In addition, local officials, 
minority representatives, CAAs, HSAs, and others whose input and expertise is sought will benefit 
from our having devised critical and credible selection factors. This should aid and enhance 
their varying perspectives as well. 
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The Recipients 
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MAPC has always viewed its A-95 function as an opportunity to promote coordination and 
cooperation among the various factions involved in the federal funding process. The Council's 
contribution as the A-95 liaison agency has helped to bring a greater influx of federal dollars 
to metropolitan Boston thereby resulting in environmental, economic, and social improvements. 
This past year was no different -- MAPC continued to advocate regional planning objectives by 
giving priority to those applications exemplifying areawide development strategies. 


This was particularly evident in MAPC's review of activities to be undertaken with HUD- 
administered Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) monies. The 21 Council communities 
qualifying for CDBG Entitlement Funds are assured a fixed funding source for implementing 
local housing and community development objectives. As in previous years, the Council assigned 
a staff person to serve as prime contact for each eligible city and town. The MAPC housing 
staff, however, reviewed data contained in all 21 of the required Housing Assistance Plans (HAPs). 
Municipal figures were compared to MAPC housing needs figures found in "Low and Moderate Income 
Housing Needs in the Boston Region", a Council publication. In several instances the Council 
noted discrepencies in housing data and requested clarification from local officials. We 
determined if established priorities reflected the needs of the community and if a process of 
citizen participation was utilized in the development of the application. We questioned the 
eligibility of certain activities and suggested adjustments be made in order for communities 
to benefit from the full allocation of funds. In every instance, MAPC staff was concerned with 
providing our technical expertise to assure that member communities met the necessary requirements 
for HUD funding. 


Communities with populations under 50,000 must compete for CDBG funds through the Small Cities 
discretionary program. Only applicants scoring well in the preapplication round are requested to 
submit full applications. As the program is very competitive and the demand for funds far exceeds 
the amount available, those communities selected for funding must demonstrate need as evidenced 
by poverty and substandard housing, and must support realistic and attainable strategies for 
increased economic opportunity for low- and moderate-income persons. The fiscal 1978 Small Cities 
program offered two types of financial assistance: single purpose grants and comprehensive grants. 


A single purpose grant would finance one project designed to alleviate a specific community 
development need. As it was less complex to administer, the single purpose grant program was 
appropriate for first time applicants and smaller communities with limited community development 
experience. Those municipalities with extensive experience were eligible for a comprehensive 
grant. Multi-year funding was available for a series of related activities which address the 
community development, housing, and economic development needs within a defined, concentrated 
area. 
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In FY78, 44% MAPC cities and towns submitted preapplications through the Small Cities program. 
Those applying for single purpose grants had their proposed activities weighted against eight 
specific factors developed by HUD; nine factors were considered in HUD's preapplication selection 
process for comprehensive grants, with heaviest emphasis on program design criteria. At the 
same time, MAPC staff met to discuss criteria upon which to base its comparative reviews. It was 
determined that highest priority would be assigned those submissions which directly provided 
increased housing opportunities for low- and moderate-income households or improved conditions 
in neighborhoods with a concentration of low- and moderate-income households. In evaluating 
applications for capital improvements or employment programs, MAPC support was given to those 
older, densely-developed communities in need of reinvestment and growth. These actions were 
consistent with both our housing and our land use policies which promote environmental diversity 
and choice for persons of all economic means and all size households. 


Only 12 Council communities scored high enough in HUD's selection process to merit an 
invitation to submit a full application. Beverly ($237,000), Hull ($500,000), Watertown ($500,000), 
and Winthrop ($150,000) received single purpose grants. Dedham's request for a $500,000 grant 
is still pending at this writing. The Town of Wayland failed to meet HUD's application deadline. 
The remaining six applicants received the first of a three-year comprehensive grant appropriation: 
Chelsea ($1,031,000), Gloucester ($570,000), Melrose ($1,000,000), Revere ($1,000,000), Salem 
($827,000), and Everett ($880,000). 


Two housing projects seeking HUD-insured mortgages met with some local opposition this 
past year. The first, Queen's Court Apartments in Norwood, involved a Section 221(d)(4) loan 
for the construction of 150 rental housing units for moderate-income families. The town had 
been fighting this project since the early seventies primarily because of the site selection, 
an extremely congested area. In addition, the MAPC local representative cited a number of 
differences between the initial plan and the current proposal. The more significant differences 
included: 


alteration of the design of the buildings; 

- movement of the buildings closer to abutting single-family residences; 
changes in internal roadway patterns; ; 

. addition of a recreation building and swimming pool with minimal setback from 
abutting single-family residences; 
addition of 18 parking spaces. 


The Council suggested that HUD and the developer's architects work closely with the Town to 
overcome the local officials' objections and to protect the concerns of abuttors. MAPC felt it 
would be necessary to take appropriate measures in the design of the site and management of the 
property in order to prevent deterioration of the quality of Hawes Brook and to avoid increasing 
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the potential for flooding upstream and downstream of the site. Once modified appropriately, 
this project could respond to a critical need for multi-family housing in Norwood. Apparently 
local concerns were so severe that HUD decided to reject the project at this time. 


The second proposal to meet with some concern was a public housing project slated for 
development on West Street in Wilmington. The local MAPC representative expressed displeasure 
with the choice of location which she felt was remote from shopping facilities, schools, and 
churches. MAPC recommended that some type of transportation service be considered to offset 
the isolation of this site from the rest of Wilmington. In addition, staff urged that special 
attention be paid to sufficiently screen the project from potential noise and pollution impacts 
resulting from its proximity to Interstate 93. In general, however, the project was viewed as 
consistent with Council policies. The HUD Area Office in Boston approved the plans. 


Council coordination was needed in the review of three large grant requests made by the 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) during the course of fiscal 1978. A number 
of MAPC communities would feel the impact of the Authority's proposed actions and it was 
essential that local officials have the opportunity to comment on these projects. 


In the first application, the MBTA applied to the Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
(UMTA) for an $18.9 million grant to purchase 35 new commuter rail coaches and associated 
Support equipment for the Boston region's commuter rail system. This request was actually an 
amendment to the Authority's Commuter Rail Improvement Program (CRIP) -- Phase II which initially 
resulted in the purchase of 25 new coaches. Upon receipt of this amendatory application, the 
Council requested its representatives in 16 communities affected by the project to submit review 
comments. At the urging of the Council President, the clearinghouse forwarded summary information, 
including announcement of a public hearing, to another 27 communities. A total of 28 MAPC 
representatives chose to respond; only four local officials questioned the benefits to be derived 
from the amended project. The T provided each of these representatives with additional information 
which satisfactorily answered their questions. Based upon adopted policy, the Council supported 
the purchase as necessary for the continuation of basic service levels on the region's commuter 
rail system. 


CRIP Phase III focused on an immediate need -- treating the most severely deteriorated 
conditions that could jeopardize the continuance and safe operation of commuter-rail service. 
More than $20.2 million in UMTA funds would support the following components of Phase III: the 
purchase of five locomotives; the rehabilitation of badly deteriorated sections of track; the 
signal system, and bridges on the Eastern Route; as well as the engineering and design of a 
South Station Area Maintenance Facility and a fixed-span bridge to replace Drawbridge #7 over 
the Mystic River. Although CRIP III primarily benefited commuter rail lines north of Boston, 
the Council summarized the application of MAPC representatives residing in all MBTA-inember 
communities. Widespread and favorable support was the result. 


ial 9 etemab 646 weeyiedd galbGart wai iniliniog a! 
- b | 7 v = 6 of £ wales? is | ’ Yrq @iae 
\ wiht it TI 7) [ISvS= He Ste in” , 
* i ; 
: 4 
: é ie 
‘ iii M | 
a a f Ai t ' _ 
a ; ‘ 
— 
) gil { a 
2 ti ‘ j i cd t <ATMU) _ 
1s Psi {7 } ing Pioiqet 
j 7 i iia f Joombrromt 
’ : 'o.4d0-s ims) J oTluces 
‘a vei tec tps 11 veseoupes Liem 
* (we? sf? to ehiignvo sf chimanop ~~ * 
ent ; bidss a. im Jie BAKKE aulbu Perey 
jf wwii Yine pheegesr 67 se wis sue l J eioparqe 
> behivosg Tewff .t-e[:a0 bvbaems eds @71 
wlrasup “tedds herewsss yl ive)oetél gee hinkiite” 7 
lo folteuniiase aA? 41 Laloved CL Seedsrey od? 
eepaye Jie 
(+ tiseit -= hom Stttbimel me ot beriowl TIT sagt VAG" 
ogo tae bw etnnmdinop ht? eelhiegoet blede, Jade aiolsibaoo 
7 witwolloa os Jenqqid bled ebavt at of potifin £088 neds oan 
e heteiiceish ylied Te mol ratiildatos ona jae Pomp s ss ; owud , 


; (Loi o7 48 
ft ihe: at a3 hdd nnge-boot? 

he tli «lag ee 23 bortieand ¥ 
lie wt galbd nis SHV PDD 


“wet ate 9 
) 


. 
a — 


wien 


liew as adage niga ye oes. ast Say: 


All 78 Council communities with membership in the MBTA district were surveyed on a $130,000 
UMTA-supported Bus Service Evaluation Study. The proposal would enable the MBTA to improve 
management information inputs into the evaluation process, particularly in the areas of service 
performance and customer feedback. Both local and regional support was given and UMTA saw fit 
to fund the Authority's request. The MBTA decided to develop the study as a prototype with 
application to other public transit operators across the country. 


Piscal 1978 marked the third consecutive year that our entire planning jurisdiction was 
asked for input to two documents related to regional transportation planning. Both documents -- 
the Unified Work Program and the Transportation Improvement Program/Annual Element (TIP/AE) -- 
were developed by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO). The MPO is made up of six 
signatories: the Executive Office of Transportation and Construction, the State Department of 
Public Works, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, the MBTA’ Advisory Board, the 
Massachusetts Port Authority, and the MAPC. Briefly, the Unified Work Program described tasks 
to be performed with systems planning funds received under Section 112 of the Federal Aid Highway 
Act and Section 9 of the Urban Mass Transportation Act plus local matching funds; the TIP/AE, 
on the other hand, described local road construction and improvement projects to be undertaken 
that year within each transportation corridor. For obvious reasons, the review process for both 
documents is lengthy and involves Council concurrence not only as an A-95 clearinghouse but 
also as a subsignatory of the MPO. The transportation planning staff works closely with community 
officials to assure a clear and concise understanding of the work elements involved. 


Early in fiscal 1978, the Council assumed a more active role in the environmental field with 
the creation of a new Department of Energy and Environmental Quality. With the addition of this 
department, MAPC was able to conduct more extensive and substantive reviews of environmentally- 
related applications. For instance, the HEW-administered Environmental Education program, 
offering mini-grants for the development of environmental curriculum and workshops, had been 
given only perfunctory attention in previous years. This year, however, the Council staff compared 
each of the nine applications filed for HEW consideration. Numerous recommendations were made 
for ways to improve programs and several agencies were urged to cooperate in a join effort since 
both service and clientele were so similar.. 


In a lengthy letter to the state's Bureau of Solid Waste Disposal, the Council cited several 
critical weaknesses in the Bureau's Solid and Hazardous Waste Management Program Support Grant. 
Specifically, the MAPC took exception to the Bureau's virtual exclusion of local government and 
citizen involvement in the development of solid and hazardous waste management plans. At best, 
the application allotted less than five percent of total manpower directly to these activities. 
Not only does Council policy encourage direct and meaningful local participation in the regional 
decision-making process, but the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act also requires significant 
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local involvement. The Council emphasized that solid local support would, therefore, be a 
necessity if the state's efforts to improve the disposal of solid and hazardous wastes were to 
be successful. We reminded the Bureau that, in the final analysis, it is the individual 

local government and citizenry which will authorize community commitment to a 20-year solid 
waste disposal contract. Our comments were taken under advisement by the Bureau prior to 

the application being submitted for EPA funding. 


On the next few pages is a listing, by geographic location, of the 317 project applications 
reviewed during this last fiscal year. Areawide and statewide projects have been compiled by 
applicant and are listed separately. In each of these reviews, the Council has attempted to 
critically evaluate a proposal in relation to MAPC-adopted plans. If no established policies 
exist, as is the case in the fields of law enforcement, health planning, education, and 
community action programs, the Council transmits to the funding agency the written comments 
of local officials. This allows the federal government the fullest range of views possible. 


Communities disappointed with the scarcity of federal dollars coming in should be aware 
of MAPC's Grants Information Center which can assist them in searching for potential grants and 
in securing federal aid. The Center consists of a library facility which is heavily oriented 
toward federal assistance programs. However, there are nine "Guides to....." a variety of 
other funding topics such as foundation funding corporate giving, grant administration, and 
proposal writing techniques. Each guide has substantial supplemental materials accompanying 
it as well. In the past, the Council has sponsored grantsmanship seminars which were well- 
attended and resulted in an even greater demand for similar sessions. Workshops are tentatively 
scheduled to begin in late Fall and will be a joint venture between MAPC, the Associated 
Foundation of Greater Boston, and the Massachusetts Society of Fund Raisers. 
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#7 APPEIC. 
FILED BY 
APPL. /PROG. 


COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


ARLINGTON 
Town 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 
DO! /HCRS 


2 
2 


BEVERLY 

City 
HUD/CDBG) Entitlement 

First Baptist Housing for 
the Elderly, Inc. 1 
HUD/Section 202 

First Baptist Church 1 
HEW/Title V 


BOSTON 104 
City 8 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 
HUD/UDAG 
HUD/ Innovative Grants 


DOI /HCRS 
DOL/CETA 

Redevelopment Authority 1 
DOT/UMTA Demo. Grants 

Housing Authority Z 
HUD/Section 8 
HUD/Section 202 

Economic Development & 
Industrial Corporation 1 
DOC/EDA Tech. Asst. 

Mayor's Office of Criminal 
Justice 24 
DOJ/LEAA 


24 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$1,294,200 

$1,294,200 
$1,102,000 
192,200 


$4,681,197 


$236,997 
Pal AS he 


$4,400,000 
4,400,000 

$44,200 
44,200 


$278, 163,258 
$182,671,108 
$24,619,000 
151,210,060 
BUT lo 


400,000 

6,156,969 
$5,210,905 

$35,217,900 
$1,130,650 

Undetermined 

1 1505650 


$72,292 
72,292 


$4,206,164 
4,206,164 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$1,294, 200 


$1,294, 200 
$1,102,000 
[never Aas 


$4,666,197 


$236,997 
23659971 


$4,400,000 
4,400,000 

$29,200 
29,200 


$156 045,778 


$71,201,008 
$24,619,000 
39,986,060 
Fale) Whe 


200,000 


6, 136,969 
$1,516,955 

$17,516,955 
$1,130,650 

Undetermined 


D0; Gaus 


$49,092 
49,092 


$3,969, 708 
3,969,708 


FEDERAL ACTION 


$1,189, 100 


. $1, 1895100 


$1,093,000 
96,100 


$265,200 
$237,000 
237,000 


Pending 
Pending 
$28,200 
28 ,200 


$98 ,469, 144 
$43,337, 166 
$24,619,000 
12,120,000 
Not acted by 
HUD 
200,000 
6,398, 166 
$1,516,955 
$1,516,955 
$2,148,598 
1,017,948 
Lakeusoou 


$49 ,092 
49,092 


$1,229,096 
1,229,096 
(10 Rejected) 
(2 Pending) 
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# APPLIC. 


Noral Housing 
HUD/Secttion 8 
Norfleld Housing 
HUD/Section 8 


Undetermined 
Undetermined 
$1,254,000 
1,254,000 


Undetermined 
Undetermined 
$1,254,000 
1,254,000 


COMMUNITY FLLEDGBY. TOTAL PROJECT COST FEDERAL AID REQUEST FEDERAL ACTION 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM APPL. /PROG. APPLICANT /PROGRAM APPL 1 CANT /PROGRAM 
BOSTON (continued) 

RrBeC. De ec. Z $USLSD e136 $602, 306 $33,000 
CSA/CAP 1 55, 306 55, 306 33,000 
HEW/Comm. HIth. Center 1 1,129,880 547,000 Pending 

Indian Council 1 $105,520 $105,520 Rejected 
HEW/Model Projects on Aging 1 Oo soz 0 105,520 Re jected 

Evening Clinic 1 $45,435 $34,151 Rejected 
HEW/Mult+i-Purpose Senlor 

Center 1 45,435 34,151 Re jected 

Architectural Center 1 $77.69) $70,131 Re jected 
HEW/University Comm. Serv. 1 77,691 107i Re jected 

MA. Aeronautics Commission 1 $128,000 $96,000 $96,000 
DOT/FAA Airport Planning 1 128,000 96 , 000 96,000 

Massport 1 $9,049,500 $6,500,000 $2,000,000 
DOC/EDA Public Works & 

Development Facilities 1 9,049,500 6,500,000 2,000,000 

MA. Dept. of Mental Health 3 $1559770D5 $979, 328 $979, 328 
HEW/Comm. Mental Health 

Centers -— Comp. Serv. 3 lp DEF SOS 979,328 979 , 328 

MA. Bar Association 1 $143,002 $128,702 Re jected 
DOJ/LEAA 1 143,002 128 7702 Re jected 

MA. Defenders Comm. 5 $923,008 $830, 768 $431,647 
DOJ/LEAA 5 923,008 830,768 431,647 

Copley Place 1 $5,697, 300 $5,697,300 $946,660 
HUD/Section 8 1 5,697, 300 5,697, 300 936,660 

Ebenezer Homes, Inc. 1 $743,070 $743,070 $649,745 
HUD/Section 8 1 743,070 743,070 649,745 

Hemenway Apartments | Undetermined UndetermI ned $1,017,948 
HUD/Section 8 Undetermined Undetermined 1,017,948 

High Fort Management, Inc. 1 Undetermined Undetermined $179,796 
HUD/Section 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined 179,796 


Undetermined 
Undetermined 
$1,254,000 
1,254,000 
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# APPLIC. 
FILED BY 
APPL. /PROG. 


COMMUN ITY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


FEDERAL ACTION 


BOSTON (continued) 


TAB | 1 $748,674 $748,674 $415,632 
HUD/Section 8 1 ; 748,674 748,674 415,632 
Taurus Apartments 1 $2,943,000 $2,943,000 $477,108 
HUD/Section 8 1 2,943,000 2,943,000 477,108 
Victory Gardens 1 Undetermined Undetermined $437,856 
HUD/Section 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined 437,856 
Back of the Hil] 1 $5,188,100 $5,188,100 $5,000,000 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 5,188,100 5,188,100 5,000,000 
Bay Cove Human Serv., Inc. 1 Undetermined Undetermined Undetermined 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined Undetermined 
Comm. HIth. Dynamics, Inc. 1 $4,250,000 $4,250,000 Pending 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 4,250,000 4,250,000 Pending 
Comm. for People Dev. Corp. 1 $4,200,000 $4,200,000 Pending 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 4,200,000 4,200,000 Pending 
Greater S. Cove Golden 
Age Center 1 $846, 300 $846, 300 Pending 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 846, 300 846, 300 Pending 
J.F.K. Family Service Ctr. 4 $144,305 $125,605 $11,931 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined Undetermined 
HEW/State Aging Activities 1 23,474 16,774 Rejected 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior Ctr. 1 51,416 51,416 Pending 
DOJ /LEAA 1 69,415 577415 TT, 931 
Ping. Office for Urban 
Affairs, Inc. 1 Undetermined Undetermined Pending 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined Pending 
Tufts-NEMC, Inc. 1 Undetermined Undetermined Rejected 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined Re jected 
United S. End Settlements 1 $490,000 $490,000 Re jected 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 490,000 490,000 Rejected 


Urban Minlstries of the 
AME Church 


Undetermined 


Undetermined 


Undetermined 


HUD/Section 202 & 8 | Undetermined Undetermined Undetermined 
B'nai B'rith Senior 
Citizens 1 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,000,000 
HUD/Section 202 1 5,000,000 5,000,000 5,000,000 
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COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


APPL. /PROG. 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 


FEDERAL ACTION 


APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


BOSTON (continued) 

The Greenhouse 
HUD/Section 220 

Governor Apartments 
HUD/Section 221(d)(4) 

Woodstock Houses 
HUD/Section 221(d) (4) 

Trustees of Health & 
Hospitals, Inc. 


HEW/Medical Facil. Const. 


N.E. Medical Center 
HEW/Comm. Mental Health 
Ctrs. - Comp. Serv. 
HEW/Alcoho!l Comm. Serv. 
Open Harbor, Inc. 
HEW/Mental HIth. - 
Children's Services 
Roxbury Comp. Comm. Health 
Center, Inc. 
HEW/Home HIth. Services 
Roxbury Children's Service 
HEW/Chi ld Abuse 
WashIngton Center for 
Addictions 
HEW/Child Abuse 
Education Dev. Center 
HEW/Fol low Through 
Roxbury Comm. School 
HEW/Fol low Through 
Elderly Services Corp. 
HEW/Model Projects on 
Aging 
Dr. Solomon Carter 
Fuller Center 
HEW/Model Project on 
Aging 
N.E. Medical Center 
HEW/Community Heal th 
North End Community Centers 


HEW/Community Health 


APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


$19,444,000 
* 19,444,000 

$2,852,077 
2,852,077 

$2,754, 986 
2,754, 986 


$6,202,509 
Ozu, UG 
$418,813 


157,290 
ZOU, 25 
$61,950 


61,950 


$25,483 
25,483 

$157596z2 
loteou2 


$129,989 
129,960 
$417,254 
417,254 
$122,667 
122,667 
$3,851,305 


250215 U2 
diigpoos 


(See 
$1579290 

Lode oo 
$149,211 


149,211 


$19,444,000 
19,444,000 

$2,552,079 
25652, 017 

$2,479,487 
2,419,407 


$6,198,509 
6,198,509 
$288,513 


Ga 7oou 
Fat a bale Wt. 
$46,462 


46,462 


$25,483 
25,483 

$103, 382 
103, 382 


$129,989 
1293900 
$417,254 
417,254 
$65,204 
65,204 
$237,600 


237,600 
$64,845 


64,845 
$65,690 

65 ,690 
$96,578 


96,5/8 


$19,444,000 
19,444,000 
Pending 
Pending 
$2,479,487 
2,479,487 


$5,049,261 
5,049,261 
$65,590 


65,590 
to be resubmitted 
$46,462 


46,462 


to be resubmitted 
Undetermined 
Re jected 
Rejected 


Undetermined 
Undetermined 
$417,254 

417,254 
$65,204 
65,204 
Pending 


Pending 
Re jected 


Rejected 
$65,690 


65 ,690 
$96,578 
96,578 
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# APPLIC. 


COMMUNITY FILED BY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 
BOSTON (continued) 
PencNcti: 1 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 


Centers 
R.S. Hale Reservation, Inc. 1 
HEW/Environmental Education 
Thompson Island Ed. Center 1 
HEW/Environmental Education 
Bunker Hill Comm. Col lege 1 
VA/Health Manpower Training 
Black Ecunemical Comm. 1 
ACTION/Foster Grandparents 
Chinese Economic Dev. 


Council 2 
CSA/CAP 
DOJ /LEAA 
East Boston Social 
Centers, Inc. 1 
DOJ/LEAA 
Greater Roxbury Dev. Corp. 1 
DOJ /LEAA 
,Inquilinos Corizuas en 
Accion 1 
DOJ /LEAA 
Legal Services, Inc. 1 
DOJ /LEAA 
Roxbury Tenants of Harvard 
Association, Inc. 1 
DOJ/LEAA 
Women's Inner-City Educational 
Resource Service, Inc. 1 
DOJ /LEAA 
BRAINTREE ah 
St. Francis of Assisi 
Residences, Inc. 1 


HUD/Section 202 


APPL. /PROG. 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$100,000 


100,000 
$60,096 
60,096 
$59,054 
59,054 
$66,500 
66,500 
$201,793 
201,793 


$3,451,086 
ba Pelt 
BPH Ippo el 


$72,200 
72,200 

$249,572 
249,572 


$128,068 
128,068 

$132,745 
132,745 


S110 796 
131,296 


$187,860 
187,860 


$1, 960,000 


$1, 960:,000 
1,960,000 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


$50,000 


50,000 
$60,096 
60,096 
$45,554 
45,554 
$66,500 
66 , 500 
$144, 300 
144,300 


$43,410,609 
Pe bee ES 
245,116 


$72,200 
72,200 

$2497912 
249,572 


$128,068 
128,068 

$119,470 
119,470 


$111,798 
LUV, sso 


$187,860 
187,860 


$1,960,000 


$1,960,000 
1,960,000 


FEDERAL ACTION 


$50,000 


50,000 
Re jected 
Re jected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
$66,500 
66,500 
$144,300 
144,300 


$610,000 
610,000 
Re jected 


$72,200 
72,200 
Rejected 
Rejected 


$126,000 
126,000 

$122,952 
122,902 


$111,798 
whew ies: 


Rejected 
Rejected 


Pending 


Pending 
Pending 


« FaRge 


eee 


“a ia 


a 


*t 
— 
: 


Chia 


wy 


.. J] ore 
- 


7 


OW I9AR 
8 a3315 


Tio) Tuataere JA tor 


Peo IMESN IRA Ori 
, (ie 
j Mg f 
ined 
: >t | 
i 
{ ’ | 
i - 
' i 
ily 
“1. - 2 
! “ 
' 
] ey a Ae 
r 
ive 2el' “al 
i 
| 
a0 of 
j 
bagv ial! to ethinyl 
htt? ‘ 
] 
a 2 leqalhfaoul’d ytio-eewil 4 oeanl 
a ih< i oan’ 
5 ‘ i i 
nh ‘ j 
OX), POE FE 


> ant? 9 AZ. 
OX), 080.0. 7 _ 


oT MEO 


ed Sea 


~fl  waltelosezA — 


.s Ves te 


. 7 


ri i} MOTE 
ied a. ~~. 
7 i 
ta 
4 : 4 : > 
: iT - 
i ’ -) a 
' { 4 
" hEi 
iD Pe’, 
HIT 
ee 
WA VAc 
y\ 
< + bak 
f ' a 
yj “aged ty ted 
AAJ \ Aa 
ana ttivguah. 
if =o8 
Ars )) LOG 
iwi dened 


PAA OB 
Spinal _ 


AAS 90 a 


COMMUN I TY 


APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


BROOKLINE 


Town 


HUD/CDBG Entitlement 


HUD/UDAG 
Housing Authority 


# APPLIC. 
FILED BY 
APPL. /PROG. 


2 
2 


HUD/ Low Income Public Hsg. 1 


CAMBR I DGE 


City 


HUD/CDBG Entittement 
DOC/EDA Public Works 


Impact Proj. 


HEW/Comm. Health Centers 


Housing Authority 


nN] oo 


HUD/ Low Income Public Hsg. 1 


Cast || 
HUD/Section 8 
Bole tOelGay, lier 


HEW/Family Planning 
HEW/Consumer Education 


CSA/CAP 


CHELSEA 
City 


HUD/CDBG Entitlement 
HUD/Small Cities 


HUD/UDAG 
Mystic Manor 
HUD/Section 231 


Bureau of Building Const. 


WI 


VA/Remodeling State Homes 1 


Community Action Programs 


Inter-City, Inc. 
CSA/CAP 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 


APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


| $32,506, 706 
| $32,506, 706 
| 1,606,000 
30,900, 706 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 


$9,298 , 385 
$8,621,783 
3,367,000 


4,500,000 
YE TKS 
Undetermined 

Undetermined 
$243,6/0 

243,6/0 
$432,932 

[Sy S21 

Bolu 

267,000 


$114,679,618 


$114,267,618 
172564616 
1,031,000 
112,000,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

$387,000 
387,000 


$25,000 
25,000 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPL ICANT/PROGRAM 


$4,546,000 
$4,546,000 
1,606,000 
2,940,000 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 


$8,691,550 


$8,057,111 
3,367,000 


4,500,000 
190,111 
Undetermined 

UndetermI ned 
$243,670 

243,670 
$390,569 

102,958 

Se Oba 

255,000 


$19,544, 168 


$19,267,618 
1,250.616 
1,031,000 
17,000,000 

Undetermined 

Undetermined 

$2515590 
2515590 


$25,000 
25,000 


FEDERAL ACTION 


$3,353,075 

$1,591,000 
1,591,000 

Pending 

$1, 762;0735 
1,/62,075 


$5,759,534 
$3,343,000 
3,343,000 


Withdrawn 
Pending 
$2,012,964 
2,012,964 
$45,612 
45,612 
$357,958 
102,958 
Re jected 
255,000 


$8,937,000 
$8,937,000 
1,206,000 
1,031,000 
6,700,000 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Pending 
Pending 


Rejected 
Rejected 
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COMMUN I TY 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


DANVERS 
Housing Authority 
HUD/Section 202 


DEDHAM 
Town 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 
HUD/Smal! Cities 


EVERETT 
City 
HUD/Small Cities 
HUD/UDAG 


FOXBOROUGH 
Town 


EPA/Construction Grants 


FRAMINGHAM 
Town 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 
HUD/ Innovative Grants 
Council on Aging 


HEW/Mult!-Purpose Senior 


Centers 
Saxonville Village 
HUD/Section 220 & 8 


FRANKLIN 
Public Schools 
HEW/Environmental Ed. 


GLOUCESTER 
City 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 


# APPLIC. 


FILED BY 
APPL. /PROG. 
i 
1 
2 
2 
I 
Z 
2 
1 
1 
1 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
6 
2 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$8 , 000 
$8,000 
; 8,000 


$504 ,000 
$504,000 
4,000 
500, 000 


$3,880,000 

$3,880,000 
880,000 
3,000,000 


$46,771 
$46,771 
46,/71 


$371 515040 


$1,054,240 
599,000 
455,240 

$17,800 


17,800 
$2,059, 300 
2, 059, 500 


$54,500 
$54,500 
54,500 


$1,670, 706 
$1,472,000 
747,000 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$8,000 
$8,000 
8,000 


$504 , 000 

$504 ,000 
4,000 
500 , 000 


$3,880,000 

$3,880,000 
880, 000 
3,000,000 


$32,078 
$32,078 
32,078 


$3,021,850 

$989, 200 
599,000 
390,200 

$13,350 


13,350 
$2,019,300 
2,019,300 


$43,600 
$43,600 
43,600 


$1,628,206 
$1,472,000 
747,000 


FEDERAL ACTION 


$125,462 


$125,462 
125,462 


$4,000 

$4,000 
4,000 

Pending 


$880, 000 

$880 , 000 
880,000 

Pending 


$38,453 
$38,453 
38,453 


$953,190 
$594,000 
594,000 
Pending 
$13,350 


I, 
$345,840 
345,840 


Re jected 
Rejected 


Rejected 


$1,514,223 
$1,311,000 
741,000 
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# APPLIC. 
PIPeo be 
APPL. /PROG. 


COMMUNI TY 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


GLOUCESTER (continued) 
City (cont'd) 
HUD/Smal! Cities 1 
Dev. Team Group Homes 1 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 
Head Start Action, Inc. D 
HEW/Head Start 2 
Cape Ann Projects 1 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Sentor 
Centers 1 


HUDSON 

Town 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers 1 


-|- 


HULL 
Town 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement ] 
HUD/Smal! Cities | 
DO|/HCRS 1 


WI]W 


IPSWICH 2 


Town 1 
DOA/FmHA Industrial Devel. 1 

Atrium Rehab. Center 1 
HUD/Section 232 1 


LEX INGTON | 


Public Schools 1 
HEW/Environmental Education 1 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


725,000 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
$169,891 
169,891 
$28,815 


25,015 


$30,000 
$30,000 


30,000 


$1,090,000 

$1,090,000 
231,000 
509 ,000 
350,000 


$3,610,847 


$200,000 
200,000 

$3,410,847 
3,410,847 


$92,473 
$92,473 
92,473 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


725,000 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
$137,891 
137,891 
$18,315 


1a soho 


$22,500 
$22,500 


22,500 


$906 , 000 

$906 , 000 
231,000 
500 , 000 
175,000 


$3,330,847 


$100,000 
100,000 

$3,230,847 
3,230,847 

$587 395 

$58, 393 
58,393 


FEDERAL ACTION 


570,000 
$51,264 

51,264 
$133,644 

133,644 
$18,315 


15550 


$22,500 
$22,500 


22,500 


$731,000 
$731,000 
231,000 
500,000 
Pending 


(1 Pending) 
(1 Rejected) 
Pending 
Pending 
Re jected 
Re jected 


Re jected 
Re jected 
Rejected 
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COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


LYNN 
Ciiy ; 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 
HUD/UDAG 
DO! /HCRS 
DOJ/LEAA 
CeO; Reese (ne. 
DOJ /LEAA 


Gregg NeIlghborhood House 


ASSOC, MING. 
DOJ /LEAA 


MALDEN 
City 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 
HUD/UDAG 
DO1/HCRS 
Project Triangle, Inc. 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 


MARLBOROUGH 
City 
HUD/CDBG Entitl!ement 


MEDFORD 
City 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 
DO! /HCRS 
Housing Authority 
HUD/Section 232 


MELROSE 


City 
HUD/CDBG Smal! Cities 


ony [e2) 


eres 


No] 


# APPLIC. 
FILED BY 
APPL. /PROG. 


la es ES ES 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$95 ,826,412 

$94,882,054 
3,383,000 
89,600,000 
1,800,000 
99,054 

$770,814 
770,814 


$173,544 
173,544 


$102,496, 200 

$102, 305, 200 
3,507,000 
97,998, 200 
800,000 

$191,000 
191,000 


$701,000 
$701,000 
701,000 


$1,959,000 


$1,959,000 
1,789,000 
170,000 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 


$1,000,000 
$1,000,000 
1,000,000 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$42,080,889 
$41,178,165 
3,383,000 
36,800,000 
900, 000 
95,165 
$770,814 
770,814 


$131,910 
ALAS ANY 


$19,726,800 


$19,536,800 
3,507,000 
15,629,800 
400,000 

$190,000 
190,000 


$701,000 
$701,000 
701,000 


$1,874,000 


$1,874,000 
1,789,000 
85,000 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 


$1,000,000 
$1,000,000 
1,000,000 


FEDERAL ACTION 


$40,931,775 

$40,789,165 
3,381,000 
36,800,000 
513,000 
95,165 

Rejected 

Rejected 


$142,610 
142,610 


$3,877,800 
$3,687,800 
3,478,000 
Pending 
209,800 
$190,000 
190,000 


$695,000 
$695 ,000 
695,000 


$1,863,000 


$1,874,000 
1,778,000 
85,000 
Rejected 
Re jected 


$1,000,000 
$1,000,000 
1,000,000 


tA 


atc THA 


(ana ax 1 


Loe 


\ATOP 


List TAA 


¥o Gast’ 
AA 


Pera 


YHOO” 
ASOT Tit pea 


; : i} i 7 
‘ S 
| 
A . 7 
) : ' - 
i! - 
| 7 
) 
- 
f j\ tee 
; _ 
A . 
‘ f 
& 
ja 
’ 
f ri ‘ i >i 
i 1h "m 
ne ! 
( if , sipa : ’ 
i Ly ri | ‘ aa 
' " 
‘Sa (Stans 
erro 
: iam?) had Cayuse 


Rs 
¥tlv 
' Tiriwocd bd See 

a 

Le alec pe sale 


\ vis 7 
1? Die ‘ {2 


y 4 
«VUE 


# «APPLIC. 
FILED BY 
APPL. /PROG. 


COMMUNITY 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


MILFORD 
Town 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers 
Mental Health Assoc. 
HEW/Child Abuse 


NAHANT 
Town 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers 


NATICK 
Council for the Aging 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers 


NEEDHAM 
Council for the Aging 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers 


NEWTON 

City 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 

Housing Authority 
HUD/Section 8 

Center for Independent 
Living 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 


Comm. Dev. Foundation, Inc. 


HUD/Section 202 


NORTH READING , 
Buxton Village Apts. 
HUD/Section 221(d) (4) 


2 
1 


-|-— 


—|5 


=—|-— 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$224 7722 
$74,000 


74,000 
$147,722 
LATS I 22 


$19, 320 
$19, 320 


195520 


$20,000 
$20,000 


20,000 


$19,498 
$19,498 


19,498 


$3,907,000 
$2,107,000 
2, 107;,000 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 


Undetermined 
Undetermined 


$1,800,000 


1,800,000 


$4,828,110 
$4,828,110 
4,828,110 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


$164, 300 
$40,000 


40,000 
$124,300 
124,300 


$13,969 


Bh Et Bi 


$13,969 
lo 7202 


$20,000 
$20,000 


20,000 


$14,623 
$14,623 


14,623 


$3,907,000 
$2,107,000 
2,107,000 
Undetermined 
Undeterml ned 


Undetermined 
UndetermI ned 
$1,800,000 
1,800,000 


$4,828,110 
$4,828,110 
4,828,110 


FEDERAL ACTION 


$40,000 
$40,000 


40,000 
Rejected 
Re jected 


$13,969 
$13,969 


13,969 


$15,000 
$15,000 


15,000 


$14,623 
$14,623 


14,623 


$2,452,356 

$2,091,000 
2,091,000 

$361,356 
361,356 


Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Rejected 
Rejected 


Pending 
Pending 


Pending 
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# APPLIC. 
COMMUN I TY FILED BY 


TOTAL PROJECT COST FEDERAL AID REQUEST FEDERAL ACTION 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM APPL./PROG. __ APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


NORWELL iP $67,198 $53,000 $53,000 
Town $67,198 $53,000 $53,000 
HEW/Mul+i-Purpose Senior : 
Centers 1 67,198 53,000 53,000 
NORWOOD 3 $5 7955 7166 $5,153, 766 $253,392 
Housing for the Elderly 2 $242,160 $242,160 $253,392 
HUD/Section 8 2 242,160 242,160 295,992 
Queen's Court Apts. 1 $4,911,606 $4,911,606 Re jected 
HUD/Section 221(d)(4) 1 4,911,606 4,911,606 Re jected 
PEABODY BS S255, 202 $208,272 $546, 520 
City A $235 7272 $208,272 $206,272 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 1 185,000 185,000 183,000 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers 1 SO P22 Pao al ge Zayere 
Housing Authority ] Undetermined Undetermined $340,248 
HUD/Section 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined 340,248 
PEMBROKE a Undetermined Undetermined $238,525 
Housing Authority Undetermined Undetermined $238,525 
HUD/Section 232 1 Undetermined Undetermined 238,525 
QUINCY (a $26,042,727 $17, 711,98! $11,974,101 
City 3 $12,992,627 $4,661,881 $2,031,321 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 1 1,902,000 1,902,000 1,877,000 
HUD/UDAG 1 10,919, 160 2,605,560 Pending 
DOJ/LEAA 1 171,467 154,321 154,321 
Housing Authority 1 Undetermined Undetermined $2,016,000 
HUD/Section 232 1 Undetermined UndetermI ned 2,016,000 
Plaza South 1 $6,925,000 $6,925,000 $15 iS e eo 
HUD/Section 8 1 6,925,000 6,925,000 1 £057,780 
Elderly Homes, Inc. 1 Undetermined Undetermined Pending 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined Pending 
Wollaston Lutheran Church 1 Undetermined Undetermined $6, 789,000 


HUD/Sect.ion 202 & 8 


Undetermined 


Undetermined 


6,789,000 
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# APPLIC. 
COMMUNITY BV EEDeDT 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


TOTAL PROJECT COST FEDERAL AID REQUEST FEDERAL ACTION 
APPL. /PROG. APPLICANT/PROGRAM APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


QUINCY (continued) 


Faxon Commons, III 1 | $6,125,100 $6,125,100 Pending 
HUD/Section 221(d) (4) 1 6G, 125%, 100 OF, (2), 100 Pending 
READING a $68,630 $51,454 $35,000 
Town 1 ; $68,630 $51,454 $35,000 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers 1 68,630 51,454 35,000 
REVERE iB: $29, 760,681 $8,244,507 $2,932,471 
City 7 $27500355 07) $6,138,400 $2,695,900 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 1 20,000 20,000 20,000 
HUD/Smal | Cities 1 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 
HUD/UDAG 1 19,996,500 3,246,500 Pending 
NERCOM/Tech. & Plan. Asst. 1 TO 75 14,650 * 14,650 
DOI /HCRS Z 5,661,400 1,094 7200 1,651,250 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Sentfor 
Centers 1 ; 306, 000 206,000 10,000 
Housing Authority Pe $76,000 $58,000 $188,464 
HUD/Section 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined 130,464 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers | 76,000 58,000 58,000 
Memorial Nursing Home 1 $257 ToT $2,000,000 Rejected 
HUD/Section 232 1 Patel i hl oUt 2,000,000 Re jected 
Health Center 1 $304,469 $48,107 $48,107 
HEW/Comm: HIth. Centers 1 304,469 48,107 48,107 
ROCKLAND a Undetermined Undetermined $145,230 
Housing Authority 1 Undetermined Undetermined $145,230 
HUD/Section 232 1 Undetermined Undetermined ao 250 
SALEM ie} $8,470,959 $8,470,959 $3,407,959 
City 4 $8,470,959 $8,470,959 $3,407,959 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 1 650,000 650,000 645,000 
HUD/Small Cities 1 2,785,000 2,785,000 827,000 
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FOO APPLIC: 


COMMUNITY FILED BY TOTAL PROJECT COST FEDERAL AID REQUEST FEDERAL ACTION 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM APPL. /PROG. APPLICANT/PROGRAM APPLICANT /PROGRAM 
SALEM (continued) 
City (cont'd) 
HUD/UDAG 1 * 5,000,000 5,000,000 1,900,000 
DOJ/LEAA 1 35,959 35,959 35,959 
North Side Housing Corp. 1 Undetermined Undetermined Undetermined 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 1 Undetermined Undetermined Undetermined 
SAUGUS Mi boo oe $24 , 864 $14,771 
Human Service Dept. $335,152 $24,864 $14,771 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers 1 I es 24,864 14,771 
SCITUATE ik $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 
Town 1 $30,000 $30,000 $30,000 
DOJS/LEAA © 1 30,000 30,000 30,000 
SOMERVILLE Z $12,901,400 $12,851,400 $6,523,000 
City 2 $12,901,400 $12,851,400 $6,523,000 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 1 3,022,000 3,323,000 3,323,000 
HUD/UDAG 1 9,578,400 9,528,400 3,300,000 
STOUGHTON a Undetermined Undetermined $1,499,752 
Housing Authority 1 Undetermined Undetermined $17 49975752 
HUD/Section 232 1 Undetermined Undetermined 1,499,752 
WAKEF 1 ELD it $15,379,000 $15,379,000 Pending 
Colonial Point 1 $15,579,000 $15,379,000 Pending 
HUD/Section 221(d) (4) 1 15,379,000 15,379,000 Pending 
WALTHAM i $5,858,000 $5,792,000 $1,111,000 
City 3 _$5,748,000 $5,748,000 $1,111,000 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 1 1,123,000 V2 COG 1,111,000 
HUD/UDAG 2 4,625,000 4,625,000 (1 Rejected) 
(1 Pending) 
Housing Authority 1 $12,000 $12,000 Rejected 
HUD/Section 232 1 12,000 12,000 Rejected 


OLA § 
| Ae tA 44 “) stiati ‘oT ' Has04 ra 
| 
a A ae “Py wari TAD a SE abe : 
j { ' 
' 
4 ® 
| Pit : 
ie 
p| ig hf be 
¥ ee - 
a] 
Mme é =< et 
j 
a , re | 
Kr, nd 
5 uf 


# APPLIC. 
FILED BY TOTAL PROJECT COST FEDERAL AID REQUEST FEDERAL ACTION 
APPL./PROG. __ APPLICANT/PROGRAM APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


COMMUNI TY 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


WALTHAM (continued) 


Hospital 1 $98 ,000 $32,000 Re jected 
HEW/Home HIth. Services 98 , 000 32,000 Rejected 
WATERTOWN at $1,553,000 $500,000 $500,000 
Town = $155555,000 $500,000 $500,000 
HUD/Small Cities o>, OUU 500,000 500,000 
WAYLAND 1 $7,350 $4,350 $4,350 
Council for the Aging 1 $7,350 $4,350 $4,350 
HEW/Multi-Purpose Senior 
Centers 0) 4,350 4,350 
WEYMOUTH ig $604 , 000 $604 , 000 $599 ,000 
Town $604,000 $604 ,000 $599,000 
HUD/CDBG Entitlement 604 ,000 604,000 599 ,000 


WILMINGTON 
Housing Authority 


Undetermined 
Undetermined 


Undetermined 
Undetermined 


$1,098,902 
$1,098,902 


HUD/Section 232 Undetermined Undetermined 1,098,902 
W.! NTHROP oa $195,000 $182,250 $150,000 
Town 2 $195,000 $182,250 $150,000 
HUD/Smal | Cities 150,000 150,000 150,000 
EPA/Wastewater Treatment 45,000 bY ay aele) Pending 
WOBURN Sy $1,855,240 $1,836,458 $837,756 
City 2 $1,855,240 $1,836,458 Rejected 
DOJ /LEAA 1,855,240 1,836,458 Rejected 
Olde Sylvans Wood Village 1 Undetermined Undetermined $837,756 
HUD/Section 8 Undetermined Undetermined 837,756 
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# APPLIC. 
MULT 1! -COMMUN ITY FILED BY 


APPL. /PROG. 


APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


ACTION, INC. ib 
(5 communities) 
CSA/CAP 


BAY So RTESY Feoek.O. a Nc 


see SE ALIN IN eh A etl es el Dae SUB eects 
(Areawide) 
HEW/Health Financing 


|\- 


BEAVERBROOK STEP, Inc. 
(Belmont, Watertown) 
HUD/Section 202 & 8 


fee 


BELMONT/WATERTOWN COMM. HLTH. 
ASSOC. ; 1 
(Belmont, Watertown) 
HEW/Home HIth. Services 


BOSTON JUVENILE COURT ih 
(4 communities) 
HEW/Child Abuse 


BOSTON ZOOLOGICAL SOCIETY Ah 
(4 communities) 
HEW/Environmental Education 


CHRISTIAN A. HERTER CENTER ap 
(Boston, Cambridge, Watertown) 
HEW/Environmental Education 


COMMITTEE ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE 1 
(Statewide) 
DOJ/LEAA 


COMMONWEALTH OF MASS. 1 
(Statewide) 
EPA/Solid Waste Management 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 


APPLICANT /PROGRAM 
$235,710 
S252 7 GLU 
N/A 
N/A 
Undetermined 


Undetermined 


$10,000 
$10,000 

$210,400 
$210,400 

$9,969 
$9,969 

$420 74 
CZAR AL 

$300 , 000 
300,000 

$980, 848 


980,848 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$165,000 
$165,000 
N/A 
N/A 
Undetermined 


Undetermined 


$10,000 
$10,000 

$200,000 
$200,000 

$7,975 
414975 

$9 57995 
$9,995 

$270,000 
270,000 

$782,666 


782,666 


FEDERAL ACTION 


$165,000 
$165,000 
N/A 
N/A 
$49,296 


$49,296 


$12,500 
$12,500 

Re jected 
Rejected 

$7,975 
$7,975 

Re jected 
Re jected 

$120,000 
120,000 

$613,600 


613,600 
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MULT | —COMMUN I TY MILEDEBY, TOTAL PROJECT COST FEDERAL AID REQUEST FEDERAL ACTION 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM APPL. /PROG. APPLICANT/PROGRAM APPLICANT /PROGRAM 
COMMONWEALTH OF MASS./DEPT. 

OF CORRECTION i $46,088 $41,480 Rejected 
(Statewlde) : 

DOJ /LEAA 1 $46,088 $41,480 Rejected 
CONCORD FAMILY SERVICES oUG an! $108, 720 $108, 720 Re jected 
(5 communIties) 

HEW/Child Abuse 1 $108,720 $108,720 Rejected 
EAST NORFOLK DISTRICT COURT 1 $160,124 $152,499 Re jected 
(Areawide) 

HEW/Child Abuse 1 $160,124 $152,499 Re jected 
E.M:HOR.D.A. iy $9,616,000 $9,616,000 $9,615,100 
(5 communities) 

DOL/CETA 6 $9,558,370 $9,558,370 $9,557,470 

CSA/Summer Youth Recreation 1 $57,630 $57,630 $57,630 
ELBANOBSCOTT, INC. . i $93,802 $58,000 Re jected 
(Areawide) 

HEW/Environmental Educatlon 1 $93,802 $58,000 Rejected 
ELIZABETH PEABODY HOUSE, . 

ASSOC. Je INC. al $81,616 $56,686 $56,686 
(10 communities) 

ACT ION/RSVP 1 $81,616 $56,686 $56,686 

ESSEX COUNTY 4 $3057 322 $303,311 $106,701 


(Areawide) 


DOJ/LEAA 4 $303, 322 $303,311 $106,701 
EF20rC3De iy "' $596,209 $596,209 $160,000 


(Statewide) 
HUD/CDBG-Discretionary 1 $596, 209 $596,209 $160,000 
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# APPLIC. 
MULT }-COMMUN I TY FILED BY TOTAL PROJECT COST FEDERAL AID REQUEST FEDERAL ACTION 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM APPL. /PROG. APPLICANT/PROGRAM APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


APPLICANT/PROGRAM_ CC APPL./FPROG, OAPI ee ee eee ee .|-—/, 


EROSESAR at $156,000 $130,000 $130,000 
(Statewide) 

DOC/NOAA Coastal Zone * $156,000 $130,000 $130,000 
GREATER BOSTON LEGAL SERVICES 1 $470,219 $470,219 Rejected 
(Statewide) 

HEW/Model Projects on Aging $470,219 $470,219 Rejected 
HikeGeb. be, (NC. ai $996,507 $996 , 507 $996 , 507 
(63 communities) 

HEW/HSAs Health Plan $996 ,507 $996,507 $996,507 
HELP FOR ABUSED WOMEN & 

CHILDREN ok $203,072 $203,072 $126 ,000 
(5 communities) 

DOJ/LEAA $203,072 $203,072 $126,000 
INSTITUTE OF NEW ENTERPRISE, 

INC. ak $27,500 $27,500 $27,500 
(Nationwide) 

CSA/Emergency Energy Cons. $27,500 $27,500 $27,500 
JUDGE BAKER GUIDANCE CENTER aE $390,555 $2235102 $2235192 
(Nat lonwide) 

HEW/Child Abuse $390,555 $2233192 $223,192 
Ue. Onem INC; i $43,034 $25,517 $25 ,000 
(5 communities) ; 

CSA/Older Persons Services $43,034 $25 25.17 $25,000 
MA. ASSOCIATION OF OLDER 

AMERICANS 1% ‘ $104,070 $94,610 Pending 
(Statewide) 
HEW/Model Projects on Aging $104,070 $94,610 Pending 
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MULT |—COMMUNI TY 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


M.B.T.A. 5 
(Areawide) 
DOT/UMTA Capital Impr. Grants 
DOT/UMTA Tech. Studies 
DOJ /LEAA 


MA. DEPT. OF COMMUNITY 
AFFAIRS 
(Areawide) 
HUD/701 


= 


MACE DEtalnO Ge RUBLE GeHEALTH 
(Statewide) 
HEW/State Aging Activities 
HEW/State Health Plan. 


JN 


MA. DEPT. OF PUBLIC WELFARE ik 
(Statewide) 
HEW/Health Financing 


MA. INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY uh 
(Statewide) 
HEW/Environmental Education 


MA. OFFICE OF CHILDREN ij 
(Statewide) 
HEW/Child Abuse 


MENTAL HEALTH PROGRAMS va 
(Boston, Brookline) 
HEW/Model Projects on Aging 


MENTAL HEALTH & RETARDATION 2 

(Boston, Cambridge, Somerville) 
HEW/Comm. Mental HIth. Centers 
HEW/Child Abuse 


# APPLIC. 
FILED BY 
APPL. /PROG. 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$49,273, 288 


$49,037,875 
$163,000 
$72,413 
N/A 
N/A 
$771,656 


$42,875 
$734,461 


$739,174 


$739,174 


$39,014 


$39,014 
$115,408 

$115,408 
$342,260 

$342,260 
$495,626 


$365,626 
$130,000 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


$39 545354 bo 
$59 5250, 500 
$130,400 
$72,413 
N/A 
N/A 


S595 5024 


$42,875 
$550,846 


$702,215 


$702,215 


$31,214 


$315214 
$115,408 

$115,408 
$321,760 

$321,760 


$271,861 


$41,861 
$130,000 


FEDERAL ACTION 


$39, 360, 700 
$39,230,300 


$130,400 
Rejected 


$72,000 
$72,000 


$609 , 168 


$58,168 
$551,000 


$571 981% 


$571,987 


Re jected 
Re jected 


$115,408 
$115,408 


$348, 300 


$348, 300 


$68,218 


$68,218 
Rejected 
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MULT |-COMMUN I TY 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


MPO 
(Areawide) 
DOT/FHwA Highway Plan. 


MIDDLESEX COUNTY 
(Areawide) 
DOJ /LEAA 


NAT 1CK/FRAMINGHAM COUNCIL 
ON AGING 
(Natick, Framingham) 


# APPLIC. 
FILED BY 
APPL. /PROG. 


1 


|—N 


HEW/Model Project on Aging 1 


NEWTON/WELLESLEY/WESTON MULTI - 


SERVICE CENTER, INC. 
(Newton, Wellesley, Weston) 


HEW/Runaway Youth 


NORFOLK COUNTY 
(Areawide) 
DOJ/LEAA 


Neoatenaba sei NGOs 
(4 communities) 


CSA/CAP 
CSA/Food & Nutrition 


N. SHORE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
(4 communtIties) 


— 


IN 


iL 


HEW/University Comm. Services 1 


N. SHORE COUNCIL ON 


ALCOHOLISM, INC. 
(27 communities) 


HEW/Alcohol Comm. Services 1 


N. SHORE HEALTH PLANNING 
ae NS ae ee 


U y 
feet eet dee BR 
(27 communities) 


HEW/HSA's 


TOTAL PROJECT COST 
“APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


N/A 


N/A 


$1,078,418 


$1,078,418 


$21,212 


S252 42 


$64,432 
$64,432 

$90,000 
$90, 000 

$69 , 288 


$43,146 
$26,142 


$46,200 


$46,200 


$246,545 
$246,545 
$320,849 


$320,849 


FEDERAL AID REQUEST 
APPL I CANT/PROGRAM 


N/A 
N/A 
$984,732. 


$984,732 


$14,964 


$14,964 


$34,932 
$34,932 

$90 ,000 
$90,000 


$56,344 


$30,202 
$26,142 


$37,200 


$37,200 


$189,617 


$189,617 


$312,124 


$312,124 


FEDERAL ACTION 


N/A 
N/A 
$683 , 002 


$683,002 


$14,964 


$14,964 


$34,050 
$34,050 

Re jected 
Rejected 

$53,001 


$30,202 
$22,799 


Re jected 
Rejected 


$189,617 


$189,617 


$312,124 


$312,124 
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# APPLIC. 


HEW/Home HIth. Services 


MULT !—COMMUNITY AILED BY TOTAL PROJECT COST FEDERAL AID REQUEST FEDERAL ACTION 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM APPL. /PROG. APPLICANT /PROGRAM APPLICANT /PROGRAM , 
O2E.0.C.)2 OF CAPE: ANN ue $47,195 $29,800 $29,800 
(3 communities) 

DOC/EDA Planning Support 1 : $47,195 $29,800 $29,800 
PLYMOUTH COUNTY if $247, 842 $247,842 $109,425 
(Areawide) 

DOJ/LEAA 1 $247,842 $247,842 $109,425 
QUINCY COMMUNITY ACTION 

ORGANIZATION, INC. A $33,586 $33,586 Re jected 

(4 communities) 

CSA/Food & Nutrition 1 $33,586 $33,586 Rejected 
BoMeniels Cris ING. AG $430,826 $430,826 $430,826 
(6 communities) 

HEW/HSAs Health Plan. 1 $430,826 $430,826 $430,826 
is ee *) $157 5297 $137,297 $193,000 
(9 communities) 

CSA/CAP 3 $87,297 $87,297 $144,333 

CSA/Older Persons Services Z $50,000 $50,000 $48,667 
S.M.O.C./N.E. NUTRITION COMM. 1 $228 , 366 $228 , 366 $228 , 366 
(Nationwide) 

HEW/Consumer Education 1 $228, 366 $228, 366 $228, 366 
S. SHORE COUNCIL ON 

ALCOHOL 1SM ut $667,224 $667,224 Rejected 

(10 communities) 

HEW/Alcohol Comm. Serv. 1 $667,224 $667,224 Rejected 
S. SHORE HOME CARE SERVICES 2 $209,485 $167,588 Pending 
(11 communities) 

HEW/State Aging Activities 1 N/A N/A Pending 

1 $209,485 $167,588 Pending 
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# APPLIC. 
FILED BY 
APPL./PROG. _ APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


TOTAL PROJECT COST FEDERAL AID REQUEST FEDERAL ACTION 
APPLICANT/PROGRAM 


MULT |-COMMUN ITY 
APPLICANT /PROGRAM 


TRI-CITY/CAP, INC. ag $230,000 $230,000 $230,000 
(Everett, Malden, Medford) 

CSA/CAP 1 * $230,000 $230,000 $230,000 
TRUSTEES OF TUFTS COLLEGE oa $8,594 , 856 $3,178, 784 $3,178,784 
(Statewide) 

HEW/University Comm. Services 1 $87, 706 $78,784 $78,784 

HEW/Environmental Education 1 hoo) OW a 0) $3,100,000 $3,100,000 
VISION, INC. if $521,956 $89 , 300 Re jected 
(Nationwide) 

HEW/Environmental Education 1 $5215956 $89 , 300 Re jected 
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The Granting 
Agencies 
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The clearinghouse staff has attempted to forecast potential trends in funding during fiscal 
years 1979 and 1980 while comparing these budget targets with actual federal spending during 
fiscal 1978. The funding analysis is broken down by reviewing each of the federal granting 
agencies within the context of its relationship to regional and local development priorities 
established for the greater Boston area. Specific federal programs are discussed in detail if 
of significance to MAPC-member communities. 


The first prerequisite to any discussion of the funding agencies should be an understanding 
of the federal granting process which begins with the transmittal to Congress of the President's 
budget proposals for the upcoming fiscal year. The allocation of budget resources among 
individual federal programs reflects the priorities that are determined through the interaction 
of the President with the executive branch agencies and the Congress. The budget process is thus 
a crucial focus for the determination of national priorities and federal spending. 


Although the President's budget recommendations for the coming year are sent to Congress 
15 days after it convenes each January, actual formulation of budget projections and preliminary 
program plans are initated during the previous spring. Tentative policy determinations for the 
budget year and multi-year planning ceilings for the following two years are then given to the 
federal agencies as guidelines for the preparation of their budgets. The budget transmitted to 
Congress reflects the President's recommendations for existing and proposed programs as well as 
total outlay and receipt levels appropriate to the state of the economy. Supplemental budget 
requests and amendments are submitted later to cover unanticipated needs. 


Before considering appropriations for a specific program, Congress enacts legislation to 
authorize agency programs and provide guidance on funding levels. Many programs are authorized 
indefinitely for several years, while others require annual authorization. The granting of 
budget authority usually is a separate, subsequent action to program authorization. Under 
procedures mandated by the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, Congress considers budget totals 
prior to completing action on individual appropriations bills. The Act requires that the 
House and Senate Budget Committees receive reports on budget estimates from the other congre- 
sional committees by March 15. Between mid-March and mid-May, legislative committees 
complete their hearings and markups on authorization bills for the coming fiscal year. May 15th 
is the target date for each legislative committee to report out all authorizing bills and for 
Congress to adopt the first concurrent budget resolution. During the summer months, the 
congressional timetable calls for action to be completed on both authorization bills and appro- 
priations bills. Finally, on September 15, the second concurrent budget resolution, binding 
ceilings, is passed and the new fiscal year begins on October 1. Once approved, the budget 
becomes the financial plan for the operations of federal agencies during the fiscal year. 
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The following breakdown by major granting agencies should assist in discerning current 
patterns in federal funding: 


DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & URBAN DEVELOPMENT 


HUD remains the central funding agency for furthering the plans and programs of MAPC cities 
and towns. Four years ago HUD underwent a major transition which resulted in the consolidation 
of seven categorical grants into a single Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program. 
Under the program, 21 Council communities became eligible for "entitlement" funds - a specified 
share of block grant monies relatively free of federal restrictions. Those which did not meet 
the criteria for entitlement status must compete for HUD funding under the Small Cities program. 
Funds are available for only one funding cycle each federal fiscal year. HUD screens projects 
thoroughly at the preliminary application stage, inviting only those communities with well- 
defined and clearly fundable programs to the final review stage of the Small Cities program. 
Another component of CDBG, the Urban Development Action Grant (UDAG) program, provides HUD 
support to severely distressed communities seeking to alleviate physical and economic 
deterioration. No activities are funded unless there is a firm commitment of private resources 
to the proposed project. In addition, small HUD/CDBG awards are allocated annually for 
"innovative projects" and the "Secretary's discretionary grants". 


All of the tables to follow provide a description of individual applicants, their proposed 
activities, the federal assistance requested, and the actual amount awarded. 


CDBG/Entitlements 22 $52,805,618 $52,503,000 
Arlington Neighborhood Commercial Centers 1,102,000 1,093,000 
Boston Neighborhood Improvement 24,619,000 24,619,000 
Brookline Central Village Rehabilitation 1,606,000 1,591,000 
Cambridge Housing Rehabilitation 3,367,000 3,343,000 
Chelsea Comprehensive Development 1,236,618 1,206 ,000 
Dedham Planning and Management 4,000 4,000 
Framingham Neighborhood Redevelopment 599,000 594,000 
Gloucester Home Improvement Program 747,000 741,000 
Hull Housing Rehabilitation 231,000 231,000 
Lynn Neighborhood Revitalization 3,383,000 3,381,000 
Malden Industrial Park/Urban Renewal 3,507,000 3,478,000 
Marlborough Urban Renewal 701,000 695,000 
Medford Medford Sq. Revitalization 1,789,000 1,778,000 
Newton Village Business Improvement 2,107,000 2,091,000 
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CDBG/Entitlements (continued) 


Peabody 
Quincy 
Revere 
Salem 
Somerville 
Waltham 
Weymouth 


CDBG/Small Cities 


Beverly 
Chelsea 
Dedham 
Everett 
Gloucester 
Hull 
Melrose 
Revere 
Salem 
Watertown 
Winthrop 


Elderly/Youth/Health Services 

Neighborhood Revitalization 
Park/Playground Improvement 

Neighborhood Rehabilitation 

Public Works/Housing Rehabilitation 
Waltham Common 

Flderly Services/Facilities Rehabilitation 


ot 

Housing Rehabilitation/Jobs for Elders 
Comprehensive Development 

Public Housing Improvement 
Neighborhood Improvement 

Neighborhood Revitalization 

Housing Rehabilitation Assistance 
Comprehensive Reinvestment 

Public Facilities Improvement 

Central Neighborhood Revitalization 
Housing Improvement 

Housing Rehabilitation € Winterization 


CDBG/Urban Development Action Grants 


Boston 
Brookline 
Chelsea 
Everett 
Lynn 
Malden 
Quincy 


Revere 


Salem 
Somerville 
Waltham 
Waltham 


12 
The Boston Plan 
Village Place Project 
Waterfront Revitalization 
Operation Industrial Uplift 
Downtown/Waterfront Revitalization 
Downtown Revitalization 
Della Chiesa Public Parking Garage 
& Commercial/Office Complex 
Commercial/Industrial Park & Downtown 
Housing/Retail Development 
South River District 
Assembly Square 
Fuller Home Replacement Facility 
Construction of Single Deck Parking Garage 


185,000 
1,902,000 
20,000 
650,000 
3,323,000 
1,123,000 
604,000 


$9,307,997 


236,997 
1,031,000 
500,000 
880,000 
725,000 
500,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 
2,785,000 
500,000 
150,000 


$140,361,320 
39,986,060 


2,940,000 
17,000,000 
3,000,000 
36,800,000 
15,629,800 


2,605,560 


3,246,500 
5,000,000 
9,528,400 
2,975,000 
1,650,000 


183,000 
1,877,000 
20,000 
645,000 
3,323,000 
1,111,000 
599,000 


$6,695,000 


237,000 
1,031,000 
Pending 
880,000 
570,000 
500,000 
1,000,000 
1,000,000 
827,000 
500,000 
150,000 


$60, 820,000 


12,120,000 
Pending 
6,700,000 
Pending 
36,800,000 
Pending 


Pending 


Pending 
1,900,000 
3,300,000 

Rejected 

Pending 
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CDBG/Innovative Grants 3 $649,179 Pending 


Boston Economic Development Planning for the Not 
Boston Plan 150,000 acted 
Boston Housing/Neighborhood Revitalization, by 
Hyde Park 108,979 HUD 
Framingham Mt. Wayte Reinvestment 390,200 Pending 
CDBG/Secretary's Discretionary 
af $596,209 $160,000 
Executive Office of pe 
Community Development Technical Assistance Grant 596,209 160,000 


The outlook appears steady for funding CDBG programs in FY80 with the full $3.9 billion 
authorized by Congress being appropriated. The UDAG program will be continued at the $400 million 
level. 


One of the few HUD categorical programs to survive the transition to the block grant system 
was the "701" Comprehensive Planning Assistance program. Its survival, however, hangs in the 
balance every year at budget time. Where once the program was the major financial source of 
planning monies for areawide agencies and local governments, "701"" has sustained substantial 
cutbacks and now provides only limited planning grants to state and regional agencies. 
Municipalities, on the other hand,are encouraged by HUD to utilize a portion of their CDBG grants 
to support planning activities at the local level. The latest word out of Washington on Congre- 
sional budget action show further decimation of the "701" program. The House Appropriations Sub- 
committee slated only $35 million for the 1980 allocation - $5 million below President Carter's 
budget proposal and $18 million less than the FY79 expenditures. Decreased support of "701" is 
evidenced by the fact that the only Comprehensive Planning Assistance application which passed 
through A-95 last year was a submission of $72,000 by the state's Department of Community Affairs. 


Most HUD-supported housing programs will be funded in fiscal 1980 at the same or slightly 
higher level as in FY79. From the experience of the MAPC as an A-95 clearinghouse, there are 
seven HUD-assisted housing programs which are of significance to our region: 


. Low-Income Public Housing: To assist public housing agencies in providing decent 
housing for low-income families through direct loans and grants. Twelve applica- 
tions from housing authorities operating within our region were filed for HUD 
consideration last year: 
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Low Income Public Housing 


Boston Housing Authority 
Brookline Housing Authority 
Cambridge Housing Authority 
Danvers Housing Authority 
Medford Housing Authority 
Medford Housing Authority 
Pembroke Housing Authority 
Quincy Housing Authority 
Rockland Housing Authority 
Stoughton Housing Authority 
Waltham Housing Authority 
Wilmington Housing Authority 


- Section 221(d)(4)/Rental Housing for Moderate-Income Families: 
of rental housing against loss on mortgages. 


elevator-type rental housing containing five or more units. 
permit occupancy by moderate-income families. 


83 units 
39 units 
40 units 
40 units 
78 units 
56 units 
47 units 
40 units 
4O units 
2 Oss 
60 units 
25 units 


submissions during fiscal 1978: 


Section 221(d)(4) 


Buxton Village Apartments 
Colonial Point - Phase I 
Faxon Commons IIT 
Governor Apartments 
Queen's Court Apartments 
Woodstock Houses 


- Section 8/Housing Assistance Payments Program for Lower-Income Families: 


6 

150 units 
95 units 
156 units 
93 units 
150 units 


83 units 


$1,150,650 


1,130,650 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 

8,000 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 

12,000 
Undetermined 


$10,029,560 


1,130,650 
1,762,075 
2,012,964 
125,462 
Rejected 
Undetermined 
238,525 
2,016,000 
145,230 
1,499,752 
Rejected 
1,098 ,902 


To assure sponsors 


Insured mortgages may be used to 
finance construction or rehabilitation of detached, semi-detached, row, walkup, or 
Rental rates must 


N. Reading 
Wakefield 
Quincy 
Boston 
Norwood 
Boston 


$36,575,380 


4,828,110 
15,379,000 
6,125,100 
2,852,077 
4,911,606 
2,479,487 


MAPC reviewed the following 221(d)(4) 


$2,479,487 


Pending 
Pending 
Pending 
Pending 
Rejected 
2,479,487 


provide housing assistance payments to participating private owners and public 
housing authorities to make up the difference between the maximum approved rent 

due to the owner for the dwelling unit and the occupant family's required contri- 
Assisted families are required to contribute between 15 to 25 


bution towards rent. 


percent of their adjusted family income toward rent. 
advantage of this HUD-supported program last year: 


Several developers took 
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Section 8 


Boston Housing Authority 

Cast II 

Copley Place 

Ebenezer Homes, Inc. 

Hemenway Apartments 

High Fort Management, Inc. 
Newton Housing ; 

Noral Housing 

Norfield Housing 

Norwood Housing for the Elderly 
Norwood Housing for the Elderly 
Olde Sylvanus Wood Village 
Peabody Housing Authority 

Plaza South 

Revere Housing 

TAB I 

Taurus Apartments 

Victory Gardens 
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975 units - 
9 units - 
ie7 Saee Un ete 
2 units - 
ase) (bieuiesy = 
Undetermined 


71 units - 
57 units - 
U5 units - 
17 units - 
55 units - 


144 units - 
78 units - 
183 units - 
12 Seunascse— 


af units - 
Us units - 
87 units - 


Boston 
Cambridge 
Boston 
Boston 
Boston 
- Boston 
Newton 
Boston 
Boston 
Norwood 
Norwood 
Woburn 
Peabody 
Quincy 
Revere 
Boston 
Boston 
Boston 


. Section 202/Housing for the Elderly and Handicapped: 
to finance the construction or rehabilitation of rental housing for the elderly 


and the handicapped. 


Section 202 


B'nai B'rith Senior Citizens Housing 


Corporation 

First Baptist Housing for the 
Elderly, Inc. 

Newton Community Development 
Foundation II, Inc. 

St. Francis of Assisi Residences 


In many instances developers can benefit from combining HUD-assisted programs. 


be 
125 units - 
110 units - 


45 units - 
49 units - 


Boston 
Beverly 


Newton 
Braintree 


requests were made for Section 202/Section 8 assistance: 


$18,796,874 


Undetermined 
243,670 
5,697,300 
743,070 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
1,254,000 
65,280 
176,880 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
6,925,000 
Undetermined 
748,674 
2,943,000 
Undetermined 


Four such projects passed through the clearinghouse: 


$13,160,000 


5,000,000 
4,400,000 


1,800,000 
1,960,000 


$9,493,301 
1,017,948 
45,612 
936,660 
649,745 
1,017,948 
179,796 
361,356 
Undetermined 
1,254,000 
67,932 
185,460 
837,756 
340,248 
1,137,780 
130,464 
415,632 
477,108 
437,856 


To utilize HUD direct loans 


$5,000,000 


5,000,000 
Pending 


Rejected 
Pending 


Seventeen 
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Section 202/8 


Back of the Hill 

Bay Cove Human Services, Inc. 
Beaverbrook STEP, Inc. 

Boston Center for Independent Living 
Community Health Dynamics 

Community for People Development 


Corporation 
We bkolss Familiy service Cercer 


North Side Housing Corporation 
Project Triangle, Inc. 
Planning Office for Urban 
Affairs, Inc. 
Quincy Elderly Homes, Inc. 
Tufts - NEMC, Inc. 
United South End Settlements 
Urban Ministries of the AME Church 
Wollaston Lutheran Church 


17 

125 units - Boston 
3 buildings - Boston 
6 units - Belmont 
N/A - Newton 
98 units - Boston 
449 yntts = Besten 
100 units - Salem 


1 building - Malden 


dia units - 
60 units - 
O10 mun bse 
28 units - 
Undetermined 
150 units - 


Boston 
Quincy 
Boston 
Boston 
- Boston 
Quincy 


. Section 220/Rental Housing in Urban Renewal Areas: 
loans on mortgages for quality rental housing in an urban renewal area, urban re- 


development project, or code enforcement area. 


year for a 220 loan. 
Section 220 


The Greenhouse 


na 


306 units - Boston 


$15,164,400 


5,188,100 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 

4,250,000 


unad ceOns Nea 


Undetermined 
190,000 


Undetermined 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 

490,000 
Undetermined 
Undetermined 


$19,444,000 


19,444,000 


$12,079,560 


5,000,000 
Undetermined 
49,296 
Undetermined 
Pending 


Vile Pendinveg 
Undetermined 
190,000 


Pending 
Pending 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Undetermined 
6,789,000 


To provide guaranteed insured 


Only one submission was made last 


$19,444,000 


19,444,000 


A second project, this one in Framingham, was filed for consideration under both Section 220 


and Section 8: 
Section 220/8 


Saxonville Village 


a 


64 units - Framingham 


$2,019,300 


2,019,300 


$345,840 


345,840 
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. Section 231/Rental Housing for the Elderly: To insure lenders against loss on 
mortgages which finance construction or rehabilitation of rental housing for the 


elderly. The Council received one application for this HUD housing program in FY78. 
Section 231 uf Undetermined Undetermined 
Mystic Manor 78 units - Chelsea Undetermined Undetermined 
. Section 232/Nursing Homes and Intermediate Care Facilities: To make possible 
financing for construction or renovation of facilities to accommodate 20 or more 


patients requiring skilled nursing care and related medical services. Two such 
requests from our planning area were rejected by HUD last year. 


Section 232 2 $5,230,647 Rejected 
Ipswich Atrium Rehabilitation Center 160 units - Ipswich 3,230,847 Rejected 
Revere Memorial Nursing lIlome 1 building - Revere 2,000,000 Rejected 


NEW ENGLAND REGIONAL COMMISSION 


The New England Regional Commission (NERCOM) administers five programs offering financial 
and technical assistance to the six New England states and their political subdivisions. Each 
is described in brief: 


. New England Regional Economic Development (CFDA #48.001; Project grants are available to 
develop programs which evaluate economic development needs and priorities and promote 
private and public investment. All proposed projects must relate to the needs identified 
in the Commission's comprehensive development plan. 


. New England Technical and Planning Assistance (CFDA #48.002): Efforts are concentrated 
currently in the three priority areas of energy, transportation, and commercial/industrial 
development. For instance, one of the projects the Commission has been supporting is the 
continued implementation of a five-year program to rehabilitate elements of the New 
England rail system in partnership with state and private rail companies. 


. New England Supplements to Federal Grant-in-Aid (CFDA #48.003); Grant-in-aid supplements 
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provide a portion of the local share of federal grant-in-aid programs for the construc- 
tion or equipping of facilities or the acquisition of land when the community cannot 
supply the matching share because of its economic situation. NERCOM has chosen to use 
its funds for technical assistance projects (described in program #48.002) in lieu of 
supplementary grants. 


. New England Regional Transportation (CFDA #48.004): The purpose of this program is to 
develop a mix of transportation modes which best serve the economic, social, and envi- 
ronmental interests of the New England region. According to the Commission, allowable 
costs include planning regional transportation networks, purchase of equipment, con- 
struction, and operation (including payment of operating deficits) of demonstration 
projects. 


. New England Energy Demonstration Projects and Programs (CFDA #48.005): The primary 
objective of this NERCOM-administered program is the development of a regional strategy 
which would anticipate and plan for the economic and environmental impacts of the energy 
crisis and would shape and implement on-going activities to better meet these impacts. 
In actuality, the Commission has combined its resources with several federal agencies to 
winterize more than 14,000 homes of low-income individuals. The winterization effort is 
expected to terminate in fiscal 1980 when additional federal funds become available. 


Only one MAPC member-community took advantage of the Commission's program during FY78. 
The City of Revere received a small grant, $14,650, from NERCOM to carry out a job counseling 
program for’ small businesses located in the municipality. 


DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 


Mass Transit/Highways: The President's Urban Policy on transportation resulted in the November 
passage of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1978. The Act authorizes $51 billion 
for FY79 through FY82 for highways, highway safety, and mass transportation programs. 
Approximately $37.4 billion would be used for highway and highway safety programs, while $13.6 
billion would go for mass transit. Of interest to the MAPC region: The Urban Mass Transpor- 
tation Administration anticipates that more than 75 percent of the mass transit funds will be 
aside for the 25 metropolitan areas with a population of one million or more. The remaining 
outlays are primarily for bus systems in smaller communities. 


Enactment of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act will simplify many DOT categorical 
programs and allow greater state and local flexibility in setting priorities and carrying out 
programs. To complement the change in law, DOT has developed a plan to create a single Surface 
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Transportation Administration that would consolidate the personnel and functions currently 
performed by the Federal Highway Administration (FHwA) and UMTA, 


In fiscal 1978, total of six UMTA/FHwA project applications passed through the A-95 evaluative 
process: 


UMTA/Capital Improvement Grants 


3 $39,230,300 $39,230,300 
MeBelon Commuter Rail Improvement Program - 

Phase II 18,970,300 18,970,300 
Me Brue. Ave Commuter Rail Improvement Program - 

Phase III 20,260,000 20,260,000 
Metropolitan Planning Unified Work Systems Program - Regional 
Organization Planning Section N/A N/A 
UMTA/Technical Studies 1 $130,400 $130,400 
M.B.T.A. Bus Service Evaluation Study 130,400 130,400 
UMTA/Demonstration Grants 

1 $4,516,955 $1,516,955 
Biol aleve Transit & Traffic Improvement Project 15165955 1! SAG) heils: 
FHwA/Highway Planning 1 N/A N/A 
Mer OF Transportation Improvement Program N/A N/A 


Airports: Since 1970, when Congress passed the Airport and Airway Development Act, the Airport 
Planning Grant Program (PGP) and the Airport Development Aid Program (ADAP) have become the two 
most important and effective sources of grants-in-aid for the development of Logan International 
Airport in Boston and the numerous municipal airports around the metropolitan region. Through 
ADAP, the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) provides funds for the construction and improve- 
ment of public airports listed in the National Aiport System Plan. More than $500 million 
annually has been appropriated by Congress for this program in the last three fiscal years. 
Grants for the development of airport master plans (under PGP) are authorized at $15 million, 
with most of the money going to airport operators. 


Changes in the original legislation are imminent. TAA is in the process of developing legisla- 
tion to reauthorize the Airport and Airways Development Act of 1970 and expects to send a bill to 
Congress early this year. This legislation may establish a new Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 
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which would be funded in the range of $90 million and be used exclusively for the 40 largest 
urbanized areas. Such a program would eliminate the need for the present PGP by combining it 
with the Airport Development Aid Program. Initial indications show that an eligible metropolitan 
area could receive from $600,000 to $5 million each year. Participants to develop the CIP would 
include local elected officials, regional councils (MPOs), and airport operators. 


Another title of the same bill would address the problem of aircraft noise. During the last 
session of Congress, both the House and Senate passed aircraft and airport noise reduction bills 
but, due to unresolved differences, the legislation died at the end of the session. Title I of 
both bills established a program of voluntary airport noise compatibility/land-use planning, at 
an authorized level of $15 million per year. The grants will be open exclusively to airport 


operators to assist in preparing noise impact maps and noise compatibility programs. 


Only one grant application was submitted to the FAA from the MAPC planning area during FY78. 


FAA/Airport Planning ay $96,000 $96,000 
MA Aeronautics Commission 
& Massport Airport Systems Planning Process 96,000 96,000 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Throughout fiscal 1978, talk of reorganizing and possibly dismantling the Commerce Depart- 
ment persisted. However, in a recent move, President Carter firmly rejected OMB's recommendation 
to reorganize federal economic development assistance efforts into a single super-agency under 
HUD. The President instead opted to expand and strengthen DOC's Economic Development Administra- 


tion (EDA). 


The changes in economic development programs will be sent to Congress with the Administra- 
tion's reauthorization proposal for the Public Works and Economic Development Act of 1965 and 
will be considered in regular legislative channels. Carter has called for the consolidation of 
economic development loans and loan guarantees into a single program managed by EDA. This would 
include: $313.5 million in EDA Title II loan activity for private businesses locating in areas 
of high unemployment; $1.1 billion in loan authority currently within the Business and Industry 
loan program of the Farmers Home Administration; $95 million in loan authority from Section 501 
and 502 programs of the Small Business Administration; and, $3.6 billion in loan purchase and 
loan guarantee authority originally proposed for the National Development Bank. This last 
component is a key point since the National Development Bank was one of Carter's urban ini- 
tiatives which was not well-received by Congress in last year's sessions. Because of this, the 
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President has decided not to resubmit the National Development Bank proposal as an independent 


agency but rather to incorporate it into the EDA structure. 


The other major change that could result in EDA from the President's reauthorization pro- 


posal is the consolidation of Titles I, IV and IX into a single streamlined program. 


This would 


consolidate EDA's Public Works and Special Economic Development and Adjustment Assistance 


efforts. 


Section 301 planning grant for designated redevelopment areas are authorized at $16.9 
million (FY79) and $12.6 million (FY80). Tentative figures for the fiscal 1980 budget show that 
EDA has requested $1.5 million for the Metropolitan Demonstration Program first launched in 1978. 
The program is intended to test the potential role of regional planning and development insti- 
tutions in the formulation of regional economic development strategies which address urban and 
older suburban economic distress. Initially EDA awarded five Metropolitan Demonstration grants 
of $100,000 each (MAPC was one of the five recipients) with an additional ten grant awards from 


fiscal 1979 funds recently announced. 


EDA/Support for Planning Organizations 
pepe DEc. tot. Cape an 
Ann, Inc. Annual Planning Prograin 
EDA/Technical Assistance 1 
Economic Development & 

Industrial Corp. of 

Boston Cross-Town Industrial Park 


EDA/Public Works Impact Project 
1 


Cambridge Kendall Square Project Area 
EDA/Public Works & Development Facilities 
al 


Massport Rehabilitation of the Boston Fish Pier 


NOAA/Coastal Zone Management 
1 


Fei ietEne Avs Coastal Energy Impact Program 


$29,800 


29,800 


$49,092 


49,092 


$4,500,000 


4,500,000 


$6,500,000 


6,500,000 


$130,000 


130,000 


$29,800 
29,800 


$49,092 


49,092 


Disapproved 
Disapproved 


$2,000,000 


2,000,000 


Remainder 
Pending 


$130,000 
130,000 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 


Only a few Council communities qualify for assistance under programs administered by the 
Department of Agriculture. However, those few that are eligible should be interested in budget 
appropriations for fiscal years 1979 and 1980. 


Farmers Home Administration (FmHA) rural development loans and grants for FY80 are estimated 
at $2.22 billion in President Carter's new budget. This includes funds for water and waste 
disposal systems, community facilities, and business and industrial development in rural areas. 
Fiscal 1979 figures for the same services show a total budget of $2.55 billion. Although most 
FmHA programs were cut slightly in FY80, the biggest difference over the 1979 budget is the 
elimination of funds for Section II1I-Rural Development Planning Grants and for Rural Community 
Fire Protection. 


The town of Ipswich was the only Council community to apply for FmHA assistance in fiscal 
1978 and, to date, that grant is still pending. 


FmHA/Industrial Development Grant 
1 $100,000 Pending 


Ipswich Industrial Park Development 100,000 Pending 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is designed to serve as the public's advocate for 
a liveable environment by controlling and abating pollution in the areas of air, water, solid 
waste, pesticides, noise and radiation. 


Under its broad umbrella of legislative authority, EPA administers a number of environ- 
mentally related categorical grant-in-aid programs. Funding levels for each program area vary 
from year to year as described below: 


Air Quality: The Office of Air, Noise and Radiation is responsible for developing and regula- 
ting national air-quality programs. The major legislative thrust for achieving air-quality 
standards is the Clean Air Act of 1977 which has established December 31, 1982, as the dead- 
line for urban areas to attain national standards. However, EPA estimates that a number of 
urban areas may require an extension of the deadline to 1987 due to the severity of their air 
pollution problems. The Boston region is not one of the urban areas eligible for this 
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extension which means that if existing transportation-related air quality control plans are not 
revised, the region will suffer sanctions specified in the Clean Air Act. Among these sanctions 
are the loss of certain federal funds, including federal highway grants, as well as strict 
\imitations on new development that would contribute to the region's pollution burden. 


EPA has made available approximately $50 million (under Section 175 of the Clean Air Act) for 
organizations comprised of locally- elected officials to conduct air quality planning. MAPC has 
been designated by the Governor as the lead air-quality planning agency for our area ~ a 
designation which could result in our receiving nearly 50% percent of the total planning funds 
earmarked for Massachusetts. The $50 million national allocation is based upon $25 million from 
the FY79 Section 175 appropriations and another $25 million from EPA's discretionary pot. 


President Carter's proposed budget for FY80 requests no funding for Section 175 grants. Since 
fiscal 1979 monies will be available in a two-step funding process - 1) with the initial work 
program and 2) with the completed air quality/transportation plan - the effects of the 
President's action will not be felt so harshly. EPA is working with the Department of Trans- 
portation to aid designated planning agencies in reducing their transportation-related air 
pollution problems with DOT assuming the lead in disbursement of Section 175 funds. According 
to a notice in the Federal Register of December 26, 1978, the ozone problem is particularly 
serious in the Northeast Corridor where a special study will be undertaken with a $1.5 million 
allocation from Section 175 funds to selected grantees in New York and New England. 


Water Quality: Budget appropriations for the 208 water-quality planning program appear shaky 
for fiscal 1980. Although the Carter Administration requested that the program be maintained 
at the FY79 level of $40 million, EPA is fighting a difficult battle with Congressional 
appropriations committees which want to suspend 208 budget authority for FY80. Congress blames 
EPA for failing to develop an effective system to maximize the utilization of funds. According 
to a House report, the construction grants program is out of phase with the Section 208 program 
and facility construction is proceeding without the benefit of comprehensive areawide planning. 
The latest word out of Washington on budget development indicates that only $30 million may be 
allocated for the 208 program. This action may force EPA to release the nearly $90 million 
which remains from previous years. 


Other water-quality programs of interest to MAPC membership are: Section 106 - State and Inter- 
state Program Grants; Section 201 - Construction Grants for Wastewater Treatment Works; and, 
Clean Lakes Demonstration Grants. The following summaries describe the objectives of each 
program and proposed spending totals for fiscal years 1979 and 1980. 
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Section 106: State and interstate water-pollution control agencies are eligible to 
seek support for programs aimed at preventing and abating water pollution. 

Included in this use of funds would be permitting, pollution control studies, planning, 
training, surveillance and enforcement. Budget appropriations for FY79 and FY80 have 
been set at $52.4 million and $47.7 million respectively. These figures can be 
compared to the actual spending figure of 559M milliongin.tiscalalo7g. 


Section 201: EPA offers local community agencies 75 percent of the costs of planning, 
designing, and constructing municipal sewage treatment facilities. In FY78, 
$4,500,000,000 in grants filtered to municipalities for construction programs. An 
estimated $4,200,000,000 in fiscal 1979 funds will be used for this same purpose. 
Although President Carter's recently released 1980 budget calls for a reduction to 
$3,800,000,000 for 201 projects, an additional $21 million has been set aside for pre- 
treatment planning which would include water quality analysis and waste load allocations. 


Clean Lakes: Federal spending for the Lake Restoration Demonstration Program appears to 
remain on an equal plane throughout fiscal 1978, 1979 and 1980. In that first year, EPA 
allocated grants totalling $16.2 million to state and local agencies seeking to eliminate 
water pollution in public owned freshwater lakes. Initial estimates for FY79 indicate 
federal support will be reduced to $14.7 million. However, the President has asked for a 
$15 million appropriation for the coming fiscal year. 


Solid Waste: Although President Carter's Urban Policy made a commitment to implement resource 
recovery, solid waste planning programs are receiving only minimal funding support. For 
instance, financial assistance to states for solid waste management will decrease by $5.2 
million to a level of $10 million in FY80. This decrease is part of a planned, five-year 

phase out which will force states to assume more of the funding burden as their programs mature. 


EPA has provided $15 million in fiscal 1979 And another $13.9 million in fiscal 1980 for Urban 
Resource Recovery Grants, one of the President's urban initiatives. These grants are available 
to state and regional agencies as well as local governments in their attempts to enhance 
existing resource recovery programs and to move from conceptual planning stages to implementa- 
tion of resource recovery systems. Activities eligible for support include: waste, stream, 
and market surveys; site selection; financial packaging; and contractor selection. 


Noise: Federal noise legislation is a relatively recent development. Through the Noise Control 
Act of 1972, Congress directed EPA "to promote an environment for all Americans free from noise 
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that jeopardizes their health and welfare". Although much of their recent activity has been 
directed toward regulation of new products, the EPA noise office has begun emphasizing state 
and local programs, EPA offers technical assistance to cities and towns primarily through the 
Quiet Communities Program. The intention of this pilot program is to apply the best available 
techniques to control noise at the local level. Each Quiet Community selected to participate 
in the program develops and implements noise control strategies through local ordinances, 
legislation, public information, and education. Emphasis is on involving citizens, neighbor- 


hood groups, and social and civic organizations in reducing their noise problems. 

Currently, up to $15 million is available for states, local governments, and regional planning 
agencies to identify the extent of noise problems in their respective jurisdiction, to develop 
a noise control capacity, and to plan a noise abatement program for areas abutting major 
transportation facilities. 


During fiscal year 1978, the MAPC processed only three applications seeking EPA grant allocations: 


Construction Grants for Wastewater Treatment Works 


2 $64,328 $38,453 
Foxborough 201 Facilities Plan 32,078 38 453 
Winthrop Infiltration/Inflow Analysis 32 5250 Pending 
Solid & Hazardous Waste Management Program 
1 $782,666 $613 ,600 
Commonwealth of Mass. Resource Conservation & Recovery Act - 
Implementation 782,666 613 ,600 


DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 


The Department of Interior's Bureau of Outdoor Recreation (BOR) was created in April, 1962, 
to administer a program of financial assistance grants to states and their political subdivisions 
for comprehensive planning, land acquisition, and facility development. On April 1 of last year, 
BOR was absorbed into the Interior Department's newly created Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Services (HCRS). HCRS is responsible for formulating policies and programs to preserve national 
heritage resources as well as the coordination of federal, state and local resource and recrea- 
tion policies and actions. 


One of the few portions of the President's Urban Policy to meet with Congressional support 
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was the five-year Urban Parks Program. This initiative will provide an estimated $1.4billion 
in FY80 federal outlays for the rehabilitation of urban parks. 


In fiscal 1978, only eight applications were submitted by MAPC member communities to HCRS: 


HCRS/Acquisition, Development & Planning 


8 $3,603 ,450 S25 Lose Lou 
Arlington Arlington Park 192,200 96,100 
Boston Franklin Park : 200,000 200,000 
Hull Acquisition of Telegraph Hill Property 175,000 Pending 
Lynn Park Reconstruction 900,000 513,000 
Malden Rehabilitation of Park 400,000 209,800 
Medford Columbus Park, Tufts Park, Victory Park 85,000 85 ,000 
MaDinGr Revere Beach Reservation Park Dev. 1,610,000 1,610,000 
Revere Griswold Park A250 41,250 


Finally, if a recent Executive Order is not vetoed by either Congressional house within 60 
days, then a new Department of Natural Resources will be created within Interior. The new 
department will include the Commerce Department's largest component, the National Oceanographic 
and Atmospheric Administration, and the Agriculture Department's U.S. Forest Service. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


The U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) oversees the third largest budget 
in the world. The only entities that spend more than HEW are the governments of the United States 
and the Soviet Union. Because it is the federal agency most concerned with human service programs, 
HEW touches, the lives of more Americans than any other federal department. 


The enormity of the HEW budget and its all-pervading influence drew cries this past year for 
streamlining and reorganizing the agency. President Carter has supported the establishment of a 
separate Department of Education, with control over 164 federal education programs and an annual 
budget nearing $20 billion. Other federal agencies however, oppose the transfer of their programs 
to the new Department where they fear important financial backing might be lost. 


In the health field, Congress adjourned in October without passing the proposed three-year 
extension of the health planning and development program. A number of factors contributed to the 
bill's failure, including lack of Administration support. In the end, high-priority legislation 
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prevented the health planning bill from being considered by the last session of the 95th Congress. 
The Health Planning Law (P.L. 93-641) has been extended for a year under current authorization 
which means the need for health planning legislation is a certainty in 1979. 


Information available in related health areas show that grants previously awarded to encourage 
the development of a network of self-supporting regional emergency medical systems are slated for 
a $3 million cut in FY80. According to the Carter Administration, the emergency medical network 
is rapidly nearing completion and the federal support efforts will begin an orderly phase out in 
1980. 


On the other hand, the elderly will continue to receive federal benefits through the three- 
year extension of the Older Americans Act which will consolidate the administration of Title III 
(community services), Title V (senior centers), and Title VI (nutrition programs). Advisory 
councils to be comprised of local elected officials, older persons eligible to participate in 
aging programs, as well as members of the general public, will be established to advise area 
aging organizations on the development of areawide plans. Total funds for aging have risen by 
$50 million over the last two years. Funds for the nutrition program have been increased by $23 
million and targeted for home-delivered meals. 


Sixty-five HEW programs are covered by the A-95 review and comment process. Departments 
within HEW administering these myriad programs include: Health Services Administration; 
Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental Health Administration; Center for Disease Control; Health Re- 
sources Administration; National Institute of Health; Office of Education; Administration for 
Children, Youth, and Families; and the Office of Human Development Services. Although no sub- 
stantive reviews of social service programs are conducted by the Council staff due to inadequate 
funding resources, we have established cooperative working relationships with the three health 
systems agencies (HSAs) operating within our planning boundaries. The HSAs offer review 
comments on any health-related programs. A similar line of communication has been opened with 
Community Action Agencies (CAAs) and minority representatives in an effort to give the funding 
agencies the fullest range of views on social service programs affecting residents of Greater 
Boston. 


As evidenced by the accompanying tables, MAPC receives an enormous number of HEW-financed 
grant applications through its A-95 process. A brief description of each FY78 request follows: 
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State Health Planning and Development Agencies 
1 


MA. Dept. of Public 
Health Annual Designation 


Health Planning - Health Systems Agencies 


3 
Hae.C Gabe Designation - Annual 
Na letdickue Gre Implementation 
Seb ap Plan 
Health Financing 2 


Bay State PSRO, Inc. Delegated & Non-Delegated Hospitals 
MA. Dept. of Public 


Welfare Refunding of Case Management Grant 


Medical Facilities Construction 
1 
Trustees of Health 6& Al 
Hospitals, Inc. Renovations - Boston City Hospital 
Community Health Centers 5 
ASB Galeeelne. Columbia Point Health Center 
Cambridge Comprehensive Health Center Program 
Neponset Health Neponset Health Center 
North End Community 
Center Adolescent Services 
Revere Health Center Revere Health Initiative 


Community Mental Health Centers - Comprehensive Services Support 


yy 
MA. Dept of Mental i 


Health C.M.H.C. Conversion Grant 
MA. Dept. of Mental 

Health Rape Prevention 6 Education 
Mental Health 6 

Retardation Services Support Program 


N.E. Medical Center Bay Cove (Tufts) 


$550,846 


550,846 


$1,739,457 


~~ 996,507 


312,124 
430,826 


$702,210 


N/A 


702,215 


$6,198,509 


6,198,509 


$1,181,796 


547,000 
190,141 
300,000 


96 ,578 
48,107 


$935 ,064 


670,427 
57,186 


141,861 
65,590 


$551,000 


551,000 


$1,739,457 


996,507 
312,124 
430,826 


$571,987 
N/A 


571,987 


$5,049,261 


5,049,261 
S4u44 685 
Pending 
Pending 
300,000 


96,578 
48 ,107 
$861,421 
670,427 
57,186 


68,218 
65,590 


wy 7 
Seabees! gresiiiered Ow gabniet? A260 orcs 
ao tad i 7 7 
ms Tr 
‘ ( et args t ! : 
ve ' ; / : 
; . 7 
° | re 
lip Lig 
' 
m8 | a] 
| oti vy 4 Te 
? 
{ ‘ Ld Tee Hisiayv > J 
: 
- 
iT? iba > 
ri HT] ‘eis e 
a4 al ral Tier ih afésigeot| 
i ion WwFigeth Ve IAL aRO ) 7 
ua) 4 M  OerlL AM) 6) egiehu 2 ie. » bc? 8 A - 
i "1 0) daedl » pe gree ei 
istue’ Apbient y aa) @ret! 5 iTiaeh)% reccag el 
' (iimeuwe Let) Ade iv 
' Senbvig® tod ieejera retaad | = 
tatsiel fodeatt aded 708? ttl aol/ ose) 


hepp® ano ty ps heminraete a sone Past eed the 7 


a ten relemnadas Ja, As 
oot tube & ROT SRAVeNT sag 


Community Mental Health Centers - Staffing & Construction 


MA. Dept. of Mental 


Health 


1 


Fuller Mental Health Center, Boston 


Mental Health - Children's Services 


Open Harbor, Inc. 


Child Abuse 
Boston Juvenile Court 
Concord Family Service 


Society 


East Norfolk District 


Court 


Judge Baker Guidance 


Center 


MA. Office of Children 


1 
Robert W. White School 


9 
Child Abuse Demonstration Program 


Child Abuse Prevention Program 
Intervention to Children's Right to Care 


Child Abuse Resource Center 
Project Children at Risk, Abuse and Neglect 


Mental Health & Retardation 


Centers Cambridge & 
Somerville 


Partners for Family Growth 


Milford Area Mental Health 


Association 
Roxbury Children's 
Service, Inc. 
Washington Center for 
Addictions 


Runaway Youth 
Newton-Wellesley-Weston 
Multi-Service Center 


Family Planning 
Cambridge Economic 


Opportunity Committee 


Home Health Services 


Remedial Services 
Clinical Demonstration 
Child Development 

ak 

Multi Housing Program 
ag 

Medical Services 


4 


Belmont/Watertown Community 


Health Association 


Evening Home Health Aide Project 


$251,715 


291,719 


$46 5462 


“46,462 


$1,287,490 
200,000 


108,720 
152,499 
223,192 
115,408 
130,000 
124,300 
103 ,382 


129,989 


$34,932 


34,932 


$102,958 


102,958 


$235,071 


10,000 


$251,715 
251,715 
$46 462 

46,462 


$338,600 
Rejected 


Rejected 
Rejected 
223,192 
115,408 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Pending 
$34,050 
34,050 
$102,958 
102,958 
$12,500 


12,500 
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Home Health Services (continued ) 
Roxbury Comp. Comm. Health 


Center, Inc. 
South Shore Home Care 


Service 


The Waltham Hospital 


Head Start 


Gloucester Head Start 


Action 


Gloucester Head Start 


Action 


Follow-Through 
Education Development 


Center 


Expansion € Development 


Annual Area Plan 
Health Services for Cancer Patients 


es 

Handicapped Effort 

Child Development Program 
2 


Roxbury Community School 


Roxbury Community School Grade K-3 Program 


University Community Service - Special Projects 


Boston Architectural 


Center 


N.S. Community College 
Trustees of Tufts 


College 


Spanish Speaking Students 
Institutional Staff Development Model 


N.E. Environmental Leadership Network 


Higher Education - Academic Facilities Construction 


Trustees of Tufts 


College 


Environmental Education 


1 


Construction of Intercultural Center 


9 


Boston Zoological Society Solution to Pollution 


Christian A. 


Center 


Elbanobscot, 
Franklin Public Schools 
Lexington Public Schools 


Urban Survival Techniques 
Environmental Education Manuals 
Right in our Backyard 

Starship Earth Project 


25,483 


167,588 
32,000 


$137,891 


10,000 


127,891 


$482,458 


417,254 
65,204 


$186,115 


70,131 
37,200 


78,784 


$3,100,000 


3,100,000 


$404,127 


7,975 


9,995 
58,000 
43,600 
58,393 


Pending 


Pending 
Rejected 


$133,644 
5,753 
127,891 
$482,458 
417,254 
65,204 
$78,784 


Rejected 
Rejected 


78,784 


$3,100,000 


3,100,000 


$7,975 
7,975 


Rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 
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Environmental Education (continued ) 


MAS Sins ter tute mo tf 
Technology 
R. S. Hale Reservation 


Thompson Island Education 


Center 
Vasc oneeelne:. 


Consumer Education 
Cambridge Economic 
Opportunity Council 
South Middlesex 
Opportunity Council 


Marine Education 
Resource Development 


Community Education 
Built Environment Education Package 


2 
Consumer Advocacy 


Nutritional Food Purchases 


Alcohol Community Services 


S. Shore Council on 
Alcoholism 

N.E. Medical Center 
Hospital 

N. Shore Council on 
Alcoholism, Inc. 


3 
Intervention with Children of Alcohol 
Families 


Alcoholism Program for Working Women 


Walk-In Facility 


Aging - State Agency & Area Planning Activity 


J.F.K. Family Service 
Center, Inc. 

MA. Dept. of Public 
Health 

So. Shore Home Care 


Aging - Model Projects 
Boston Indian Council 
Elderly Services Corp. 
Greater Boston Legal 
Services 

MA. Association of Older 
Americans 

Mental Health Programs 


3 


Senior Life Center 


Area Plan on Aging 
Homemaker-Home Health Aides 


8 
Indian Elderly Research Project 
Model Elderly Services Project 


An Advocacy Plan for Long Term Care 


Project Senior Power 
Services for Chronically Impaired Elderly 


31,214 
60,096 


45,554 
89,300 


$260,977 


32,611 


228,366 


$1,079,764 


667,224 
222,923 


189,617 


$59,649 


16,774 


N/A 
42,875 


$1,309,518 


105,520 
237 ,600 


479,219 


94,610 
130,000 


Rejected 
Rejected 


Rejected 
Rejected 


$228,366 
Rejected 


228,366 


$189,617 
Rejected 
Pending 


189,617 


$58,168 
Rejected 


Pending 
58 ,168 


$363,264 
Rejected 

Pending 
Rejected 


Pending 
174,000 
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Aging - Model Projects (continued) 


Mental Health Programs 


Natick/Framingham Council 


on Aging 


Dr. Solomon Carter Fuller 


Center 


Assessment & Resource Center Model 
Projects 


Taxi Care Service 


Gerontology Mental Health Group 


Aging - Multi-Purpose Senior Centers 


Beverly/First Baptist 
Church 

Boston Evening Clinic 
Cape Ann Projects 
Federated Dorchester 
Neighborhood Homes 
Framingham Council on 
Aging 

Framingham Council on 
Aging 

Hudson 

J.F.K. Family Service 
Milford 

Nahant 

Natick Council for the 
Aging 

Needham Council on 
Aging 

Norwell 

Peabody 

Reading 

Revere 

Revere Housing Authority 
Saugus Human Service 
Department 

Wayland Council for the 
Aging 


19 


Senior Center 
Renovation of a Multi-Service Senior Center 
Senior Center Renovation 


Senior Multi-Purpose Center 
Renovation of the R.J. Callahan Senior Center 


Senior Center Rehabilitation 

Senior Center Renovation 
Renovation of Senior Center 

Senior Center Program 

Multi-Purpose Senior Center Project 


Renovation of Senior Center 


Project Stephen Palmer Senior Center 
Recreation Center 

Senior Center Rehabilitation 

Senior Citizens Center Expansion 
Senior Citizen Center 

Multi-Service Senior Center 


Senior Center Project 
Kitchen Furnishings & Improvements at 
Senior Center 


191,760 
14,964 


64,845 


$728,464 


29,200 
34,151 
18,315 


50,000 
10,500 


2,850 
22,500 
51,416 
40,000 
13,969 


20,000 


14,623 
53,000 
23,272 
51,454 
206,000 
58,000 


24,864 


4,350 


174,300 
14,964 


Rejected 


$414,350 


28,200 
Rejected 
18,315 


50,000 
10,500 


2,850 
22,500 
Pending 
40,000 
13,969 


15,000 


14,623 
53,000 
23,272 
35,000 
10,000 
58,000 
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VETERANS ADMINISTRATION 
Only four of 42 VA programs are covered by Circular A-95 review regulations: 


. Grants to States for Construction of State Home Facilities; 

. Assistance in the Establishment of New State Medical Schools; 

. Grants to Affiliated Medical Schools - Assistance to Health 
Manpower Training Institutions; 

. Veterans Housing - Guaranteed and Insured Loans. 


Health-related applications are coordinated with the Health Systems Agencies (HSAs ) 
operating within our planning jurisdiction, as Council expertise in veterans health affairs is 


obviously minimal. 


In FY78, only two VA-assisted projects passed through MAPC: 


Medical Schools - Health Manpower Training 

1 $66,500 $66,500 
Bunker Hill Community F 
College Radiologic Health Sciences 66,500 66,500 
Remodeling State Homes 1 $251,550 Pending 
Bureau of Building A 
Construction Air Pollution Abatement Control-Renovations 2015000 Pending 


Initial estimates show that budget appropriation for VA programs will likely remain at the 
same funding scale between 1978 and 1980. 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 


The Department of Labor's Office of Comprehensive Employment Development Programs (OCED) has 
major responsibility for implementating the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) of 
1973 - established to combat unemployment by disbursing federal job-creation and job-training funds 
through state and local governmental units known as “prime sponsors". 


Prime sponsors identify employment and training needs in their areas and plan and provide the 
job training and other services required to meet those needs. CETA supplies services at the state 
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and local level (Title I), for public service programs (Title II), national programs (Title III), 
disadvantaged youth through Job Corps (Title IV), emergency public service jobs (Title IV), and 
private sector initiatives (Title VII). The goal of all these CETA programs is to encourage and 
develop the employment potential of disadvantaged, unemployed, and underemployed individuals to 
enable them to become self-sufficient, contributing participants in the economy. 


Legislation extending the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act for four years was signed 
into law October 27, 1978. The Act extends the provisions of CETA through FY82, except for Titles 
IV and VII - Youth Programs and Private Sector Initiatives - which were reauthorized for two years. 
The extension is expected to provide approximately 600,000 public service jobs with budget appro- 
priations of $5.9 billion in fiscal 1979 and $4.7 billion in fiscal 1980. In addition, strategies 
for job development and job placement in the private sector will be stressed under a FY79, $400 
million private sector program. It would operate through the prime sponsor network but would 
require the establishment of local "private industry councils" to help develop programs. This new 
initiative would augment two other job programs involving the private sector and established last 
year under CETA Title III - HIRE (Help through Industry Retraining Employment) and STIP (Skill 
Training Improvement Program). A slow start-up of the STIP program and limited participation by 
corporations in the HIRE program have led to unencouraging results, although both efforts will be 
continued. 


The two major prime sponsors in the MAPC planning area are the City of Boston and the Eastern 
Middlesex Human Resource Development Authority, a consortium of five communities (Arlington, Belmont, 
Cambridge, Somerville, and Watertown). CETA applications received by the clearinghouse in fiscal 
1978 were successful in winning federal financial support as indicated in the following table: 


Comprehensive Employment and Training Act 


fs) $15,695.09 $15,955,636 
Boston Skill Training Improvement Program (STIP) 1 Seo OS 1,499,420 
Boston Educational & Employment Services (SPEDY) 3,480,600 3,974,250 
Boston Sema 925,000 924,496 
Jane lel glad sey Digda Youth Employment & Training Program 739,683 739,683 
isa lwiqghtlaltal Doles Youth Comm. Conservation & Improvement ; 163,900 163,000 
Be Melek D Avs SPEDY Program 1,201 hOO ty, 2574700 
Mistake Dt Sele 225,682 225,682 
ee Mee Ree ac Vint Pm eey Colle Grants 1,049,544 1,049,544 
E.M.H.R.D.A Titles I, II, & VI-FY79 Plans 6,121,855 6,121,855 
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ACTION 


ACTION is the Washington agency responsible for coordinating all federal volunteer programs, 
both domestic and international. The best known ACTION-administered programs are the Peace Corps 
and VISTA (Volunteers in Service to America). The Peace Corps, created by President Kennedy in 
1961, has some 6,000 volunteers serving in 65 countries throughout Latin America, Africa, the Near 
East, Asia, and the Pacific. Their services vary widely according to talent and host country 
needs. The domestic counterpart of the Peace Corps is VISTA which provides constructive 
opportunities for Americans to work on a full-time basis with locally-sponsored projects aimed at 
eliminating poverty and its related social and environmental problems. 


Three ACTION programs are covered by A-95 regulations: 


. Foster Grandparent Program - Low-income persons, at least 60 years of age, receive 
a small stipend to work with children institutionalized because of retardation, 
emotional disturbances or handicaps. 


. Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) - Retired persons, age 60 and older, serve 
as regular volunteers in community-based programs. RSVP projects are planned, 
organized, and operated at the local level, and developed under the auspices of an 
established organization able to generate local financial support. 


. Senior Companion Program - Low-income, older persons work as part-time volunteers 
with adults having special needs in health, education, and welfare related settings. 
The Senior Companion serves each assigned adult on a regular weekly basis and 
relieves professional personnel of additional work burdens. 


ACTION funded two programs submitted by Boston-area agencies during this last fiscal year: 


Foster Grandparents a8 : $144,300 $144,300 
Black Ecumenical 
Commission Volunteer Opportunities 144,300 144,300 


Retired Senior Volunteer Program 

1 $56,686 $56 ,686 
Elizabeth Peabody House i 
Association, Inc. Volunteer Project in Non-Profit Organizations 56,686 56,686 
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In looking at the future role of ACTION, it would appear that the volunteer agency could 
assume major responsibility under Carter's "New Partnership". If Congress agrees to appropriate 
FY80 funds to create an Urban Volunteer Corps, ACTION will be assigned administration of the 
program. UVC is designed to encourage the involvement of volunteers in neighborhood-based 
organizations and local businesses, and of public officials in social and community development 
programs, This would be the largest neighborhood program of the urban policy in terms of dollars 
(a budget of $40 million) and service area (145 cities nationwide). The UVC program would make 
grants from $50,000 to $250,000 to public or private non-profit organizations which will act as 
lead agencies and resource centers for volunteers, technical assistance, planning, and program 
monitoring. 


To complement the Urban Volunteer Corps, ACTION is also establishing a Good Neighbor Fund 
which will award smaller grants (up to $15,000, with the average being between $5,000 to $7,000) 
to neighborhood-initiated projects such as food cooperatives, community museums, and elderly 
services. These small-scale support grants will place high priority on projects utilizing 
neighborhood facilities and other resources. 


Right now, however, a "wait and see" attitude must be taken until Congress acts on the 
President's proposals for fiscal 1980. 


COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


The Community Services Administration (CSA), successor to the Office of Economic Opportunity, 
oversees the administration of seven federally assisted programs aimed at helping the poor through 
economic and educational opportunities. All seven programs are considered relevant to regional 
and local planning efforts and are regulated therefore by Circular A-95 requirements. A brief 
synopsis of each program follows: 


Community Action: A designated Community Action Agency (CAA) is the prime mechanism for the plan- 
ning and coordination of antipoverty programs in the community. Funds may support a wide variety 
of social service activities as well as CAA administrative costs. 


Community Food and Nutrition: Grant monies must be utilized to mobilize community resources which 
will obtain wider awareness and involvement in counteracting conditions of hunger and malnutrition 
among the poor. This program concentrates on short-term solutions because the federal investment 
in nutrition programs administered by the Departments of Agriculture and Health, Education and 


Welfare is sizeable. 
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Older Persons Opportunities and Services: This particular CSA program identifies and meets the 
needs of poor persons, above the age of 60, by involving them in projects which assure them 
greater self-sufficiency, 


Community Economic Development: Project grants fund private locally initiated Community Develop- 
ment Corporations (CDCs) which promote special programs directed toward making a measurable impact 
on alleviating high unemployment and the deteriorating economy. 


State Economic Opportunity Offices: This program supports the governor's designated agency invits 
effort to coordinate state antipoverty activities and to provide technical assistance to CSA 
grantees. 


amergency Energy Conservation Services: The principal beneficiaries of this program are low-income 
individuals and families, including the elderly, who are severely impacted by energy shortages and 
price increases. Eligible grantees receive monies to weatherize their homes, develop alternative 
energy sources, and be fairly represented in public proceedings involving energy policy and utility 
rate structures. 


Summer Youth Recreation: Recipients of these funds are prime sponsors under the Department of 
Labor's Comprehensive Employment and Training Act of 1973 (CETA). These agencies then utilize CSA 
dollars to provide recreational opportunities during the summer months for low-income children 
between the ages of eight and thirteen. 


CSA programs have received drastic cuts in federal budget appropriations during a three year 
period: 


FY78 BY 79 FY80 
(actual) (estimated ) (budget ) 
millions millions millions 
TOTAL CSA PROGRAMS $796.2 $724.8 $545.0 


This proposed 25 percent cut in CSA community action operations is based on programmed changes 
in the support of state economic opportunity offices to a 50/50, federal/nonfederal contribution as 
opposed to the current 80/20 split. 


In fiscal 1978, metropolitan Boston-based CSA agencies had a relatively high success rate in 
obtaining federal support for proposed programs, as evidenced by the following table. 
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Community Action Program 9 $847,805 
Nefeavejns Ibe Annual Operating Grant 165,000 
A.B.Ce Dirge Inc. Food Action Program 55,306 
CebrOls: Crs einer. Operation of Local Community Action Program 255,000 
Community Action Programs, 

Inter-City, Inc. Citizen Action for Improved Housing 25,000 
Nes GeAG Peseinc. Annual Operation Grant 30R202 
SiMeOC.. Administrative Management Services Undetermined 
SMe OCs Work Program Proposal 30,297 
SiM.0.0% The Older American (newsletter) 57,000 
Tri-City - CAP Planning and Program Delivery 230,000 
Community Food & Nutrition Program 

2 $59,728 
Nso.C.A.P., Inc. ONIONS 26,142 
Quincey Community Action 

Organization, Inc. Feeding Project Sis) 5 Stale 

Community Economic Development 
a $33115,493 
Chinese Economic Development 

Council Chinatown Improvement 3,115,493 

Emergency Energy Conservation 
1 $27,500 
Institute of New Enterprise 

Development Energy Conservation Program 27,500 
Summer Youth Recreation 1 So7sGoU 
io Ma bls Da yete Summer Recreation Program 57,630 
Older Persons Opportunities and Services 

3 Sagat 
liek Ofer, ee Advocacy Program for the Elderly PAT Uy 
SMO. Field Representative for Project Activities 10,000 
S.M.05C Senior Citizens Informational Clearinghouse 40,000 


$857,535 
165,000 
33,000 
255,000 


Disapproved 
30,202 
116,000 
20,000 
8,333 
230,000 


$22,799 
22,799 


Rejected 


$610,000 


610,000 


$27,500 
27,500 


$57,630 
57,630 


$73 ,667 
25,000 

8,667 
40,000 
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DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


Since its creation in 1968 (with the passage of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act), the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) has been a continuing source of 
controversy. Fiscal 1978 was no exception beginning, on October 1, with the closing of all ten 
of its regional offices. The closings represented a move on LEAA's part to streamline its 
programs and reduce delays in the awarding of grants. Talk persisted throughout the year, 
however, of abolishing the agency altogether. 


Proposals and counter-proposals were placed before Congress. Senator Kennedy introduced an 
Administration-backed plan which would restructure LEAA and create two additional offices-the 
National Institute of Criminal Justice and the Bureau of Justice Statistics. The former would 
award grants for basic and applied research while the latter would be responsible for collecting, 
analyzing, and disseminating data related to both criminal and civil justice. 


Other major goals of the Kennedy bill included: 
. replacement of the complex annual state plans with three-year applications; 


. direct funding of large cities with populations more than 100,000 and major 
counties (250,000+) rather than block funding to states only; 


. establishment of a priority grant program designed for projects which demonstrate 
effectiveness in improving the criminal justice system and in reducing crime; 


. extension of LEAA for four years after the current authorization expires at the end 
of September, 1979. 


Congressman John Conyers, Chairman of the House Subcommittee on Crime, countered with an 
alternative proposal calling for the replacement of LEAA with a new Bureau of Criminal Justice 
Assistance. The focus of Conyers plan would be to emphasize neighborhood groups by offering a 
community anti-crime program dispensing technical assistance and grants to local nonprofit groups. 


No action was taken on either proposal during 1978. The reorganization of LEAA, however, is 
expected to be a key concern of the legislature during the 1979 session. While proposed reorganiza- 
tion changes would reduce funding levels by approximately $100 million, cities and counties would 
have more direct control over the federal funds they receive and the red tape and paperwork is 
expected to be minimized. Special emphasis would be given to funding programs that have proved to 
be effective in strengthening the criminal justice system. 
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Fiscal 1979 appropriations have earmarked $646.5 million for LEAA programs. 
more than $410.4 million has been distributed for four formula funding programs (Planning, 


Corrections, Juvenile Justice, Criminal Justice). 


receive $9,656,000 of the total formula funds. 


Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
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Criminal 


Criminal 
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Criminal 


Criminal 


Criminal 


Criminal 


Criminal 


Criminal 
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Education Project 

Domestic Violence 

County Corrections 

Manpower Services 

Adult Corrections 

Juvenile Delinquency 
Juvenile Justice 

Children in Need of Services 
Police/Crime Prevention 
Hispanic World of Work Orientation 
Education J.J.D.P.A. 
Linguistic Minorities 
Specialized Probation Court 
EYE 

Juvenile Delinquency 


Major Violators Program 


$11,368,154 


71,250 
270,519 
151,918 
254,545 
327,251 
43,525 
182,183 
49,394 
125), 204 
11,700 
83,907 
177 ,528 
64,417 
54,500 
54,670 


381,273 


Of that figure, 


The Commonwealth of Massachusetts can expect to 


$3,708,807 


Rejected 
Pending 
Rejected 
Rejected 
231,259 
41,000 
182,183 
Rejected 
Rejected 
11,000 
50,000 
140,000 
Rejected 
54,500 
54,670 
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Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (continued) 
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Chinese Economic 


Council 
COPE 
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Criminal 


Criminal 


Criminal 
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Development 


East Boston Social 


Centers, Inc. 


Essex County 
Essex County 
Essex County 
Essex County 


Greater Boston Legal Services 
Greater Roxbury Development 


Corporat ion 


Greater Roxbury Development 


Corporation 


Gregg Neighborhood House 
Association, Inc. 
Help for Abused Women and 


Children 


Inquilinos Corizuas en 


Accion 


J.F.K. Family Service 


Center, Inc. 


Criminal Prosecution 
Prosecution Component 
Victim/Witnesses 

Intake Screening 

or Ca. PobmProject 

Urban Court Project 

Drug and Alcohol Probation 
Police and Community Project 


Community Crime Prevention Program 
Victim Advocacy 


Anti-Crime Project 

Intake Screening 

Victim/Witness Support 

White Collar Crime Prevention 
Intake Screening 

Justice System 

Community Based Anti-Crime Project 
Restitution of Juvenile Offenders 
Community Anti-Crime 

Family Violence 


Community Anti-Crime 


Community Anti-Crime 


195,407 
178,012 
171,603 
213,802 
517,337 
154,309 
191,651 

43,736 


245,116 
770,814 


72,200 
51,701 


53,303 ° 
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55,944 
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Undetermined 
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203,072 
128,068 
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63,306 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Rejected 

250,368 

40,000 
Rejected 

43,736 


Rejected 
Rejected 
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Rejected 
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Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (continued) 


Lynn 

Lynn 

Lynn 

Mass. Bar Association 

Me Dyed Are 
Mass. Committee on Criminal 
Justice 

Mass. Defenders Committee 
Mass. Defenders Committee 

Mass. Defenders Committee 
Mass. Defenders Committee 
Mass. Defenders Committee 
Mass. Department of 
Correction 


Middlesex County 
Middlesex County 
Middlesex County 
Middlesex County 
Middlesex County 
Middlesex County 
Middlesex County 
Norfolk County 

Plymouth County 


Quincy 

Roxbury Tenants of Harvard 
Association, Inc. 

Salem 

Scituate 

Woburn 

Woburn 

Women's Inner-City Educational 
Resource Service, Inc. 


Violent Crimes 

Grant Application 
Operation Bootstrap 
Probation and Diversion 
Directed Patrol 


Information System 
Vertical Defense 


Revision of Supervisory Structure 


Local Juveniles Project 
Defense Staff 
Appellate Staff 


Alcohol/Drug Program 
Administrators and Judges 
Court Delay Reduction 
Women's Jail Project 
Intake Screening/Victim/Witness 
Fraud Program 
District Court Evaluation 
Regional Administration 
Family Service Unit 

Intake Screening Unit 

White Collar Crime Unit 
Victim/Witness Support Unit 
Integrated Crime Apprehension 


Community Anti-Crime 
Support System 

Regional Police Planner 
Police/Crimes 

Crime Investment Support 


Women's Ex-Offenders Program 


35,000 


Undetermined 


60,165 
128,702 
72,413 


270,000 
356,315 
195,848 
125,000 
75,332 
78,273 


41,480 
195,038 
208,334 

6,651 
287,406 
106,400 

50,000 
130,903 

930,000 


247,842 
154,321 


111,798 
35,959 
30,000 
36,458 

41,800,000 


187,860 


35,000 
Undetermined 
60,165 
Undetermined 
Rejected 


120,000 
356,315 
Rejected 
Rejected 
Tisai Ys 
Rejected 


Rejected 
133,000 
208,334 

6,000 
224,765 

Rejected 

Rejected 
110,903 

Rejected 


109,425 
154,321 


111,798 
35,959 
30,000 

Rejected 
Rejected 


Rejected 
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The Environmental 
Impacts 
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In addition to our review of federally funded applications, MAPC is requested to comment on 
the environmental impact of activities proposed for our planning area. Our responsibilities as 
a reviewing agency are defined by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 and by Chapter 30, 
Section 62 of the Massachusetts General Laws, Acts of 1972 (the Massachusetts Environmental 
Policy Act). 


Federal regulations require the preparation of an environmental impact report (EIR) in 
advance of major action that may significantly affect the quality of the human environment. 
Appropriate federal, state, regional, and local environmental agencies as well as the public 
are included in the decision-making process. After interested parties provide critical input, 
the EIR is prepared in final form, incorporating all comments and objections received on the 
draft and indicating resolutions to significant issues raised during the preliminary review 
process. Both draft and final statements are filed with the Council on Environmental Quality, 
established by NEPA to assure that all federal activities take environmental considerations into 
account and to assist in assessing environmental problems and determining ways to solve them. 


In fiscal 1978, 23 EIRs received extensive and thorough consideration by MAPC staff, 
supported by local boards concerned with development activities occurring in their respective 
communities. A brief description of each EIR follows: 


APPLICANT PROJECT ACTIVITY 


Boston 
Lafayette Place Development Project 
Boston Redevelopment Authority 
Dock Square Parking Garage 
Boston Economic Development Industrial Commission 
Boston Marine Industrial Park © 
Cambridge Economic Development Department 
Lechmere Canal and Triangle Area Development Project 
MA. Bureau of Solid Waste Disposal 
Northeastern MA. Resource Recovery Project 
MA. Department of Environmental Quality Engineering 
Cape Ann Industrial Park, Gloucester 
MA. Department of Environmental Quality Engineering 
Control of Aquatic Vegetation 
MA. Department of Environmental Quality Engineering 
Second Waterfront Urban Renewal Project, Gloucester 
MA. Department of Public Works 
Snow and Ice Control Program 
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APPLICANT PROJECT ACTIVITY 


MA. Department of Public Works 
Route 129 Transportation Improvement Study, Wilmington/Reading 
MA. Department of Public Works 
Relocation of Routes 20 and 85, Marlborough 
MA. Department of Public Works 
Upland Road Extension and Granite-Revere Connector, Quincy 
MA. Executive Office of Communities and Development 
Saugus Commons 
MA. Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
MA. Coastal Zone Management Program 
MA. Port Authority 
Master Plan-Hanscom Field, Bedford 
Metropolitan District Commission 
Construction of Pumping Station, Blue Hills Reservation 
Metropolitan District Commission : 
Revere Beach Development Project (Draft and Final Report) 
Servicenter, Ltd. 
Development of Ancillary Facility for the Affiliated Hospital 
Center, Boston 
U.S.D.A./Soil Conservation Service 
Rural Clean Water Program 
U.S. General Services Administration 
Construction of new Federal Office Building; Alteration 
of the John W. McCormack Post Office and Courthouse; Purchase 
of the Food and Drug Administration Building - Boston 
U.S. DOT/Federal Railroad Administration 
Northeast Corridor Improvement Program 
U.S. DOT/Urban Mass Transportation Administration 
Red Line Extension - Harvard Square to Arlington Heights 


The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has followed the recommendation of the federal government 
and instituted a review system aimed at protecting the state's environment while promoting sensible 
growth and development. This has been accomplished through the efforts of the Executive Office 
of Environmental Affairs (E.0.E.A.) which is charged with the responsibility for reviewing the 
potential impacts of proposed development upon the environment. 
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EOEA requires public agencies and private organizations, which need a license or permit prior 
to initiation of development, to submit a brief assessment of the action to be undertaken and the 
potential impacts that could occur. The appropriate regional planning agencies have the 
opportunity to review these Environmental Notification Forms (ENFs) as do state and local boards 
with special expertise in the environmental field. Laboring under the 15-calendar day evaluation 
period imposed on reviewing agencies, the Council coordinates its analysis with local officials 
residing in communities affected by the planned development. A summary of our findings is 
prepared and forwarded to EOEA which considers these comments and then decides if a further 
environmental impact report is warranted. 


In FY78, the MAPC processed 127 state ENFs. In most cases, few substantive issues were 
raised. In others, MAPC staff or local representatives suggested that further design studies 
be undertaken, more detailed analysis of possible impacts be explored, or close monitoring of | 
an activity's progress be conducted. A sampling of some of these instances follows: 


Riverway Apartments, Boston - The rehabilitation of a building from 26 small apartments 

to 17 larger units for families and the elderly met with opposition from City officials. 

All expressed concern with use of Section 8 rental subsidies for this project. The 
rehabilitation could unfavorably impact the adjacent Mission Hill area which already has 

a predominance of public or subsidized housing, the concentration of which has had undesirable 
consequences on the area's residential and commercial properties. The second major concern 
involved the relocation of the present residents. The City felt strongly that if the limited 
Section 8 funds were to be used in this section of Boston, then priority should be given to 
vehabilitating vacant housing stock rather than occupied buildings. Since the issues raised 
by the City were not of an environmental nature, EOEA ruled that the ENF complied with MEPA 
regulations. 


- Buxton Village, North Reading - Town officials had been opposed to the construction of this 
housing development for some time primarily because of a continuing town-wide water shortage 
and a change in the rural characteristic of the community. Although North Reading representatives 
stated that the project would be in direct conflict with local planning, EOEA decided favorably 
for the developer. 


. Plastic Battery Separator Plant, Acton - A lengthy review process involving extensive 
correspondence between a variety of interested parties followed the receipt of the ENF for 
this construction project. The MAPC's Acton representative cited numerous concerns including: 
(1) the project's impact on a potential water source as well as on the ground water supply; 
(2) the affects on air quality; and, (3) the proposed method of disposing of solid wastes 
generated by this operation. The Council staff supported the local representative and asked 
that a further study be conducted. In the meantime, W.R. Grace and Company, the project's 
proponent, responded to these issues by meeting with the Acton Board of Health and forwarding 
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the results of this meeting to us. According to a spokesman for the Company, no health 
hazards would exist as a result of the proposed new plant. The MAPC representative was 
satisfied with some of the responses but continued to voice strong concern with the potential 
water quality hazard raised by the existing and proposed operations of the Grace Company. 
In the final correspondence from the firm's representative, W.R. Grace and Company 
reiterated that "the alleged ground water problem...is in connection with the existing 
plant on the Acton site and the proposed new plant has no impact... " W.R. Grace agreed 
to work closely with the Acton Water District and Board of Selectmen to reach a solution 
to any problems caused by the present plant operation. The state's Department of 
Environmental Quality Engineering granted "concept approval" for the pollution control 
devices at the new plant. Pinal plans were still under review at DEQE. 


Second Waterfront Urban Renewal Project, Gloucester - The Council urged that this project 
be further evaluated within the context of a draft environmental impact report. The Council 
cited its 1976 Regional Open Space Plan as the basis for this decision. That plan clearly 
states that the filling of inland and coastal wetlands should not be permitted unless it 
could be shown as necessary for the public welfare. This project warranted further study 
since approximately three acres of tidal area would be filled. Seven months later, the 
MAPC had the opportunity to review the EIR for this project. In evaluating the various 
alternatives, the Council concluded that the report addressed the potential environmental 
impacts and no significant adverse affects would occur. The City of Gloucester endorsed 
the project as one vital to expansion of the local tax base, the job market, and the 
economy. 


Servicenter, Boston - EOFA required that a draft EIR be prepared for this project which 
involved the development of an ancillary facility for the Affiliated Hospital Center. 

The draft EIR received a negative review from MAPC staff. Specifically, we recommended 

to the developer, the Cornu Corporation, that the final EIR include a more carefully 
planned approach to protection of the adjacent residential neighborhood and to reduction 

of traffic conflict. The environmental impacts of the Affiliated Hospital Center (AHC) 

and the MASCO Total Energy Plant (MATEP) could not, in the Council's opinion, be considered 
separable from the Servicenter project, as construction and operational phases appeared 

to coincide. Given the strong and continuing concern by the community about the 
institutional encroachment in this area, it was the cumulative impacts of this development 
that appeared to be at issue. The Council felt that a sensitive response to the concerns 
of the surrounding neighborhood was clearly in order. City officials expressed similar 
concerns with the draft report. Two months later, the Cornu Corporation forwarded its 
response to regional and local concerns in the form of the final EIR. Servicenter had been 
working simultaneously with the Boston Redevelopment Authority to undertake modifications 
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to the project and to propose changes in the local street system which would reduce impacts 
associated with the facility's operation. The Cornu Corporation satisfactorily addressed the 
issues raised during the review of the draft report. The final EIR passed smoothly through 
the state environmental review process. 


Nearly all of the remaining 127 ENFs evaluated during fiscal 1978 met with little 
substantive opposition. Each is located and symbolically illustrated on the attached map. 


In general, the state's environmental policy operates efficiently enough to allow a 
minimum of time to pass in the decisionmaking process prior to project implementation. Therefore, 
MEPA should not be construed as a needless intervention or another bureaucratic barrier but 
rather as an effort of promoting sensible state growth at a minimal cost to our environment. 
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Prepared by the Metropolitan Area Planning Council 
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